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entrance facilities from Qwest as Sprint has received no cooperation from Qwest in determining 
what entrance facilities Qwest is offering. 

68. 
on August 3,2000. 

AT&T, MCIW, Rhythms and ELI filed additional comments on Checklist Item 1 

1. Interconnection 

69. In its Comments filed August 3, 2000, AT&T stated it had numerous concerns 
relating to language contained in Qwest’s 4/7/2000 Second Revised Arizona SGAT which will 
be discussed in detail below. AT&T’s comments regarding interconnection stated that Qwest is 
not providing interconnection at any technically feasible point that is at least equal in quality to 
that it provides itself or affiliates on terms and conditions that are just, reasonable and 
nondiscriminatory. AT&T 2-1 at p. 4. With regard to collocation, AT&T’s experience shows 
that Qwest is not in compliance with its obligations to provide a process and procedure that is 
just, reasonable and nondiscriminatory. a AT&T went on to state that it has three areas of 
concern described as follows: 1) Qwest is not allowing technically feasible interconnection at all 
of its tandem switches. AT&T 2-1 at p. 4-5. This alone is causing AT&T, and probably other 
CLECs, to delay market entry because of the additional expense associated with Qwest’s refusal 
to interconnect at all tandems. Id- 2) Qwest has failed to maintain sufficient capacity in many 
parts of its network such that it can timely and reliably meet CLEC demand for interconnection 
trunks. AT&T 2-1 at p. 5 .  Again, the insufficient capacity is causing delay, if not outright 
denial, of some market entry. Id. 3) Qwest has effectively prevented CLECs from collocating 
Remote Switching Modules, which are the most efficient means of provisioning interconnection 
and collocation in certain areas. AT&T 2-1 at p. 5. 

70. AT&T cited numerous concerns regarding Qwest’s SGAT on its definitions 
section which pertain to interconnection. Specifically, the definitions section of the SGAT, 
Section 4.0 which have definitions that do not comply with the law. AT&T 2-1 at p. 7. Qwest’s 
definition of Tandem Office Switch requires that the CLEC switch actually serve the same 
geographic area as the Qwest tandem switch under consideration. Id. The term “same” should 
be replaced with the language that is consistent with the FCC rule that requires only that the 
CLEC switch serve a geographic area comparable to the area served by the incumbent’s tandem 
office switch. rd. This definition is also deficient in that the definition of “access tandem” is 
written so as to prohibit interconnection with such switch for the exchange of local traffic. 
CLECs must be permitted to interconnect with Qwest access tandems for the exchange of local 
traffic. Id- By demanding that CLECs replicate Qwest’s tandem architecture, with its hundreds 
of end office switches, or pay a premium for interconnecting each AT&T switch to a Qwest 
tandem, which are generally deep inside the network, Qwest is creating a barrier to competition 
that burdens the use and deployment of more modem and efficient networks in favor of its 
antiquated systems. AT&T 2-1 at p. 8-9. 

71. SGAT Section 4.26 defines the htercomection & Resale Resource Guide 
(IRRG). The IRRG is a document under the sole control of Qwest that may be changed by 
Qwest at will, and without notice. AT&T 2-1 at p. 9. This document describes, among other 
things, the processes and procedures for interconnection, collocation and resale. Id- Until the 
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132. Regarding provisioning intervals, Qwest is reporting that provisioning intervals 
between CLEC trunk orders are over three times faster than internal Qwest trunk orders. ELI 2-1 
at p. 13. However, the intervals that ELI is experiencing for interconnection trunk provisioning 
are much longer than the average CLEC intervals that Qwest is reporting. Because of these 
long provisioning intervals, some that longer than 150 days, ELI’S business is suffering almost a 
6 month setback due to Qwest provisioning delays. ELI 2-1 at p. 15. 

133. Regarding call blocking, ELI states that Qwest experiences excessive call 
blocking (blocking greater than 1% or one call blocked for every hundred calls) with not only its 
trunks but for Qwest’s own trunks. ELI 2-1 at p. 17. Data provided by Qwest to ELI shows 
interconnection trunks with blocking or overflow above 1%. Id- However, the biggest problem 
is that when interconnection trunks are overflowing, ELI has no knowledge of overflow behind 
the Qwest tandem. The causes of excessive blocking behind the Qwest local tandem 
switches are the result of 1) Qwest has not built interconnection trunk capacity to ELI and other 
CLEC forecasts, and 2) Qwest has not augmented trunks behind the Local Tandem switches as 
they should have. ELI 2-1 at p. 19. Qwest should provide complete blocking information for 
ELI to operate its network and to determine if Qwest fulfills its interconnection obligations. ELI 
2-1 at p. 18. Such information is critical for properly sizing trunks to the Qwest end offices. Id. 

134. ELI states that Qwest should allow CLECs to interconnect at the access tandem in 
that under the Act, Qwest is required to provide interconnection at any technically feasible point. 
ELI 2-1 at p. 20. Qwest is violating the Act by refusing to allow interconnection at the access 
tandem. 

135. Finally, ELI states that Qwest’s policy in getting interconnection trunks 
provisioned cause delay for the CLECs. Qwest has confirmed in discovery that they will not 
accept orders for interconnection trunks until collocation is complete. ELI 2-1 at p. 22. ELI 
recommends that Qwest give the CLEC a temporary Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) 
which would allow CLEC trunk orders to be processed and get in the queue for trunk ports on 
the switches. ELI 2-1 at p. 23. 

2. Collocation 

136. AT&T’s states that Qwest’s definition of collocation illegally limits the premises 
within which a collocator may place equipment. AT&T 2-1 at p. 52. This definition should be 
modified with the FCC’s declaration that collocation is appropriate where “technically feasible” 
and not just limit the premises to only wire centers. Id. 

137. AT&T states that Section 8.1.1 of the SGAT needs to be modified. Section 8.1.1 

8.1.1 Collocation allows for the placing of equipment owned by CLEC within 
Qwest’s Wire Center that is necessary for accessing unbundled network elements 
(UNEs), ancillary services, and Interconnection. Collocation includes the leasing 
to CLEC of physical space in a Qwest Wire Center, as well as the use by CLEC of 
power; heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC); and cabling in Qwest’s 
Wire Center. Collocation also allows CLECs to access Interconnection 

states: 
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I .  

CLECs. Also, Staff recommended that the indemnification language contained in Qwest’s 
SGAT be reviewed in the final General Terms and Conditions workshop to determine whether 
consensus can be achieved. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 2: Whether Owest is redefining interconnection trunks as 
entrance facilities such that it wrongfullv dictates where CLECs must interconnect 
and access UNEs? (SGAT Section 7.1.2.1) 

a. 

AT&T argued that there were two issues associated with SGAT Section 7.1.2.1. 
The first issue AT&T is concerned with is Qwest’s attempt to deny CLECs the right to determine 
their points of interconnection in the Qwest network. AT&T Brief at p. 7. In its SGAT and 
testimony, Qwest redefines interconnection trunks as newly described “entrance facilities, 
[which] are high speed digital loops.” @ AT&T and other CLECs have, for some time and in 
accordance with the Act, designated their chosen points of interconnection, and paid for 
interconnection trunks that run fiom their points of presence (“POP”) to the designated point of 
interconnection (“POI”) in the Qwest network. Id- at p. 7-8. It now appears that Qwest’s SGAT 
completely removes that option through its definition of interconnection via loop-type “entrance 
facilities.” Id- at p. 8. Dedicated trunks are technically feasible means of obtaining 
interconnection access to UNEs and Qwest should not now be attempting to dismantle 
interconnection trunks into loops and transport thus limiting the CLEC POI via “entrance 
facilities” to the CLEC switch. @ at p. 9. 

Summary of Owest and CLEC Positions 

299. 

300. Regarding the second issue, AT&T argues that Qwest is attempting to prohibit the 
use of interconnection trunks for access to UNEs. AT&T Brief at p. 7. Qwest states: “Entrance 
Facilities may not be used for interconnection with unbundled network elements.” @ at p. 9. 
Qwest again is increasing the cost and also decreasing efficiency for CLECs. Id- AT&T does 
not contend that CLECs should not pay the appropriate rates for access to UNEs when 
employing interconnection trunks to access those UNEs but that it should be allowed, consistent 
with the law, to access UNEs by any technically feasible means, including interconnection 
trunks. Id. at p. 11. AT&T proposes the following re-write language for Section 7.1.2.1: 

. .  7.1.2.1 Leased Facilities. Interconnection may be 
accomplished through the provision of e D S 1  or DS3 ex+&mee 
€m&ydedicated transuort facilities. . .  

?Such transuort extends 
from the Owest switch to the CLEC’s switch location or the CLEC’s POI 
of choice. 
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7.1.2.2 Collocation. Interconnection may be accomplished through the 
Collocation arrangements offered by Qwest. The terms and conditions under which 
Collocation will be available are described in Section 8 of this Agreement. When 

305. Qwest stated that is prepared to accept the recommendation in the Washington 
Draft Order, which essentially provides a “bill and keep” arrangement for the respective parties. 
Qwest Brief at p. 20. 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

In its Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Staff noted that Qwest 
has agreed to the adoption of the Washington Order regarding EICT charges, which should 
satisfy AT&T’s and WorldCom’s concerns. Specifically, the Washington Order stated that 
Qwest should be responsible for the cost of all facilities on its side of the POI. The Washington 
Order required Qwest to remove the application of EICT rate elements from the SGAT. CLECs 
do not charge Qwest for this connection when they interconnect to Qwest in CLEC premises, and 
it is inappropriate for Qwest to charge CLECs in this instance. Moreover, Qwest should also be 
required to remove any other rate elements for the cost of facilities on its own side of the point of 
interconnection. 

306. 

307. In its Comments to Staffs Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
AT&T states that the ACC should specifically adopt the Washington Commission’s findings on 
this issue. AT&T noted that these findings and resolution are consistent with the law and many 
previously approved interconnection agreements with Qwest. AT&T Comments at p. 3. AT&T 
also stated that the Report should state that Qwest must affirmatively modify its SGAT to be 
consistent with the Washington resolution. AT&T Comments at p. 3. 

308. Staff reiterates that it is recommending adoption of the Washington Commission 
Order’s resolution of this issue. Accordingly Qwest should modify its SGAT to be consistent 
with the Washington Commission’s resolution, which Staff recommends this Commission adopt. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 4: Whether the use of mid-span arrangements to access 
UNEs are allowed? (SGAT Section 7.1.2.3) 

a. 

AT&T argued that the language in SGAT Section 7.1.2.3 prohibits the use ofmid- 
span meet arrangements to access unbundled network elements. AT&T Brief at p. 12. In order 
to allow competitors to make the most efficient use of a mid-span meet, Qwest’s SGAT should 
be revised to eliminate the prohibition against using mid-span arrangements to access unbundled 
elements. Id. 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions 

309. 
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design provides for needed redundancy to protect both CLEC and Qwest customers from 
network outages as Qwest’s wholesale mid-span product offering fails to provide that 
redundancy and is therefore an inferior product. Id. at p. 5-6. 

312. MCIW also stated that SGAT Section 7.1.2.3 should be broadened to encompass 
all technically feasible types of meet point arrangements as described in MCIW’s proposed mid- 
span meet POI language. Id. at p. 6. 

313. MCIW argued that the language in SGAT Section 7.1.2.3 that prohibits the use of 
mid-span meet arrangements to access UNEs. rd. at p. 6. In order to allow competitors to make 
the most efficient use of a mid-span meet, Qwest’s SGAT should be revised to eliminate the 
prohibition against using mid-span arrangements to access unbundled elements. rd. MCIW 
stated that the FCC’s concern in 7 553 of the First Report and Order was not to prohibit the use 
of mid-span meet arrangements for access to UNEs, but rather its 7 553 clarifies that when a 
meet point arrangement is used for access to UNEs the CLEC should bear 100% of the economic 
costs associated with that use. at p. 6-7. MCIW recommends that Qwest be required to 
delete the prohibition against using meet point arrangements for access to UNEs from SGAT 
Section 7.1.2.3. Id. 

314. Qwest stated that it will accept the recommendation suggested in the Washington 
Draft Order, which does not preclude charging CLECs for the portion of a mid-span meet that is 
used for access to UNEs to permit cost recovery by Qwest. Qwest Brief at p. 20. 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

In its Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Staff noted that Qwest 
had agreed to the adoption of the Washington Order regarding the use of mid-span arrangements 
to access UNEs. See Washington Order at p. 6. Specifically, the Washington Order stated that 
Qwest must eliminate from the SGAT the prohibition against using mid-span arrangements to 
access UNEs. This does not preclude Qwest charging CLECs for the portion of a mid-span meet 
that is used for UNEs. Therefore, Staff concurs with Qwest’s adoption of the Washington Order 
for purposes of this disputed issue. Staff believes that this also resolves the CLEC’s concerns. 

In its Comments to Staffs Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
WorldCom states that the Commission should require Qwest to include language within its 
SGAT that was proposed by WorldCom and discussed in paragraph 3 11 of the Staffs Report. 
WorldCom Comments at p. 3. WorldCom states that recently in Colorado, the Hearing Officer 
adopted WorldCom’s proposed midspan meet language. Id. WorldCom further stated that while 
the Washington Commission did not adopt WorldCom’s proposed language, it specifically stated 
that it believed the language to be unnecessary but that its decision should not be construed to 
mean that the Washington Commission rejected those methods. Id. 

315. 

316. 

317. WorldCom states that it has demonstrated that it currently has technical feasibility 
language in its existing interconnection agreements but that Qwest has failed to agree to enter 
into a mid-span arrangement under those contracts. Id. Including such language will avoid the 
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interpretational issues WorldCom currently experiences with Qwest under broad technical 
feasibility language in existing agreements. Id. 

318. While WorldCom’s concerns are duly noted, Staffwould note that Qwest has 
since agreed to allow the CLECs to use mid-span meet arrangements to access UNEs and to the 
Washington Commission resolution of this issue. The Washington Commission at p. 6 ,  para. 23, 
of its Order stated: “Our decision that Qwest need not include WorldCom’s proposed 
interconnection methods in the SGAT should not be construed to mean that we reject those 
methods. In order to meet the requirements of Checklist Item 1, Qwest must demonstrate that it 
makes interconnection available at any technical feasible point, using any technically feasible 
method, including those proposed by WorldCom or other caniers if they are found to be 
technically feasible.” Id. 

319. Nonetheless, Qwest has agreed to accept the Washington Commission’s 
resolution of this issue which clearly contemplates the methods proposed by WorldCom, among 
others. Therefore, Staff believes that there is no reason for Qwest not to set these methods out as 
requested by WorldCom. Staff recommends that Qwest revise its SGAT to include the 
WorldCom proposed language as discussed in paragraph 31 1 above. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 5: Whether CLECs can choose the most efficient means of 
interconnection such as the use of Sinde Point of Interconnection (SPOPs)? 

a. 

AT&T and MCIW argue that Qwest is unwilling to permit CLECs to choose the 
most efficient point of interconnection as required by the Act and FCC regulations. AT&T Brief 
at p. 15; MCIW Brief at p. 8. Qwest’s Single Point of Presence (“SPOP”) product designed to a 
single point of interconnection per LATA, unlawfully restricts the CLECs’ ability to interconnect 
at any technically feasible point in Qwest’s network. rd. The SPOP product dictates to the CLEC 
that its point of interconnection (“POI”) will be its point of presence (“POP”) and not at Qwest’s 
wire center (as has been traditionally considered the CLEC POI or any other point the CLEC 
would choose) and that this unlawfully limits the CLECs’ ability to interconnect at the place of 
its choosing. Id. at p. 15-16. Furthermore, the SPOP impedes interconnection at the access 
tandem, among other places, to cases where a local tandem is not available to get to an end 
office. Id- at 16. AT&T requests that Qwest recast its SPOP product offering and its SGAT to 
eliminate restrictions on the CLECs’ ability to designate whatever the point or points of 
interconnection they deem to be most efficient. 

Summary of Owest and CLEC Positions 

320. 

at p. 17. 

MCIW went on to state that CLECs have experienced difficulties with Qwest’s 
personnel in the field that employ the SPOP product offerings or policies to the exclusion of all 
else, including interconnection agreements that otherwise permit the type of interconnection the 
SPOP product disallows. MCIW Brief at p. 9. It appears that if CLECs want to enjoy the right 
to a single POI per LATA, it can only do so if it surrenders other rights it has under its 
interconnection agreement and under the Act. 

321. 
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premises, however, Qwest has decided to waive this requirement. Id- Once Qwest gives up its 
right to require physical separation for CLEC equipment in remote premises, if sufficient space 
does not exist for physical collocation, then by definition, there is likewise no space for virtual 
collocation. at p. 36-37. This approach is consistent with recent FCC guidance on this 
subject. Qwest has followed the FCC’s suggestion that it not “place collocators in separate 
space isolated from [Qwest’s] own equipment” as would typically be the case in a wire center. 
- Id. Under the approach suggested by the FCC, if a collocator’s equipment can fit in a remote 
terminal, Qwest will permit physical collocation of that equipment. Id- at p. 38. Under this 
approach, there is no distinction as a practical matter between the equipment that can be 
collocated physically and that which could be collocated virtually. Id- 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

394. To satisfy its obligations under the Federal Act and FCC Orders, Qwest should be 
required to modify its SGAT to assure that virtual collocation in remote locations is not 
precluded or limited to any greater extent than it is at wire centers. 47 C.F.R. Section 51.323(a) 
does not contain any limitations on the provision of virtual collocation. Qwest must revise its 
SGAT to allow remote virtual collocation. 

395. Nonetheless, Staff does not recommend that Qwest be required to go beyond 
current FCC rules. While CLECs would like to virtually collocate at remote terminals utilizing 
“card by card” collocation, Staff does not recommend this approach since this is not currently 
done in the central office or required by the FCC. Staff believes any determination regarding 
“card by card” collocation should come from the FCC. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 2: Whether Owest’s definition of collocation to encomDass 

Units (MTEs) and Business Camnuses is such that CLECs cannot access those end- 
user customers at aaritv with Owest? (SGAT Section 8.1.1.8.1) 

m g  

a. 

AT&T argued that through Qwest’s proposed SGAT Section 8.1.1.8.1, Qwest has 
determined that cross-connections between a CLEC’s network interface device (‘“ID”) and 
Qwest’s NID, located at multiple tenant environments (“MTEs”) or multiple dwelling units 
(“MDUs”), constitute some form of collocation, which is subject to unknown intervals for 
provisioning. AT&T March 28, 2001 Brief at p. 42. This proposed SGAT language suggests 
that AT&T would have to collocate a UNE in order to gain the access to the end-user customers. 
- Id. at p. 44. Since Qwest has ready access to those customers, AT&T would have to wait for 
extended collocation provisioning intervals and could not service its customers in the same time 
frames as Qwest thereby creating a parity problem. Id- 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions 

396. 

397. AT&T went on to argue that for purposes of defining access to the NID as 
collocation, Qwest is drawing a distinction between when it owns the inside wiring to the 
MDU/MTE and when it does not own the wiring. AT&T Brief at p. 44. When Qwest owns the 
wiring, it claims that such access becomes collocation versus when Qwest doesn’t own the wires, 
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circumstances where a CLEC’s indiscriminate use of batch collocation orders makes it 
impossible for Qwest to meet established provisioning intervals. Id. 

424. As the FCC recognized in its decision in the BellSouth Louisiana I1 proceedings, 
at p. 50. Qwest should only be required to prepare for reasonably foreseeable volumes. 

Second BellSouth Louisiana Order at 7 54 (Oct. 1998). 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

425. This issue can be broken down into two parts: (1) Qwest’s reliance on forecasts in 
determining the appropriate length of its intervals, and (2) the need for additional time to 
provision collocation where a high volume of applications is received in a short period of time. 

426. The FCC issued its Order on Reconsideration, which addressed issues raised in 
response to its Collocation Order and established a national 90-day default interval for 
provisioning physical collocation. The FCC subsequently released an Amended Order, which 
clarified its earlier decision and established interim standards that apply specifically to Qwest in 
place of the 90-day default interval, during the pendency of the FCC’s ongoing reconsideration 
of its Order on Reconsideration. This would allow interim standards for longer intervals up to 
150 days when no CLEC forecast is provided. In its Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions 
of Law, Staff recommended that Qwest be required to meet the 90-day interval if space is 
available and there is no specific power or HVAC facilities required, despite the fact that no 
CLEC forecast had been provided. If power or HVAC is required, Qwest may employ longer 
FCC approved intervals, up to a maximum of 150 days. 

427. Staff believes that Qwest should be required to therefore modify its SGAT to 
provide for the national standard 90 day collocation provisioning standard for physical 
collocation. Qwest’s SGAT should reflect that its CLEC forecasting requirements will be 
reasonable, seek only that information which is absolutely necessary and comparable to what 
other RBOCs require, and will not impose burdensome informational requirements on the 
CLECs. Qwest’s SGAT should reflect the interim waiver of the 90 day period granted by the 
FCC and the addition of 60 days which applies only in instances where no CLEC forecast was 
provided, and only if absolutely necessary, meaning that it is impossible for Qwest to provision 
the collocation in the standard 90 day period. In cases where space is available and no specific 
power or HVAC facilities are required, even no CLEC forecast may have been provided, Qwest 
should be able to meet the 90 day deadline and its SGAT should reflect this fact. Finally, if 
Qwest requires longer than the approved FCC intervals, Qwest’s SGAT should reflect that it 
must receive Arizona Commission approval for a waiver. 

428. Regarding the need for additional time when high volumes of orders are received, 
Staff recommended that Qwest’s intervals for collocations be increased by 10 days for every 10 
(or fraction thereof) additional applications. Staff also recommended that no relief should be 
allowed unless the number of collocation orders in a given month exceeds 10 orders per week 
times the number of Arizona CLECs per month. If that maximum number is hit, Qwest must 
receive relief from the Arizona Commission. 
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429. In its Comments to Staffs Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
AT&T stated that it still had two concerns which it asked Staff to address: (1) clarifying the total 
number of applications that may be submitted; and (2) reconsidering the FCC’s requirement that 
the applications be “complex.” Comments at p. 11. 

430. Upon reconsideration, Staff believes that the volume limitations contained in 
SGAT Section 8.4.1.9 are unreasonable and inconsistent with current FCC rules. 47 C.F.R. 
Section 51.323 does not provide for an exemption from the provisioning deadlines based upon 
the volume of orders received by the ILEC. Qwest has been required by other State commissions 
in its region to remove this restriction. Staff recommends that Qwest do so in Arizona as well 
and eliminate Section 8.4.1.9 from its SGAT. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 5: Whether Owest’s oaen refusal to comDlv with the 
FCC’s Rule. 47 C.F.R. 6 51.321fh). regarding mbliclv posted notice for CLECs of 
full Owest collocation aremises comaetitivelv disadvantaws CLECs? 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions a. 

AT&T argued Qwest has absolutely no intention of actually abiding by its legal 
obligation as recited in the SGAT in that Qwest’s public Internet document will list only wire 
centers and not all premises that are full regarding collocation. AT&T Brief at p. 57-58. 
Additionally, with respect to wire centers, it will show only a limited subset of the wire centers. 
- Id. at p. 58. The subset of wire centers Qwest intends to identify are only those that it discovers 
are full as a result of providing a Space Availability Report to a CLEC requesting collocation in 
a particular wire center. Id. 

431. 

432. AT&T states that this issue involves what the FCC requires of the publicly 
available Internet document; it does not involve the Space Availability Report, which the CLECs 
will pay for when they request that Qwest provide such a report regarding a particular premises. 
- Id. at p. 58. AT&T has sought a reasonable compromise with Qwest in that it has requested 
Qwest maintain an Internet document that reveals all its wire centers in the State that are full and 
that it also maintain a list of premises, other than wire centers, where it has prepared a Space 
Availability Report for a CLEC that showed, for example, that a particular remote premises was 
full. Id at p. 59. This compromise relieves Qwest of the alleged burden of understanding the 
space limitations in all its remote premises while not shifting completely the financial burden of 
developing better wire center and outside plant inventory records onto its competitors. Id- 

433. Qwest argued that its position is consistent with the FCC’s approach to this issue: 

[Ulpon request, an incumbent LEC must submit to the requesting carrier 
within ten days of the submission of the request a report indicating the 
incumbent LEC’s available collocation space in a particular LEC 
premises. . . The incumbent LEC must maintain a publicly available 
document, posting for viewing on the incumbent LEC’s publicly [sic] 
available Internet site, indicating all premises that are full, and must 
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update such a document within ten days of the date at which a premises 
runs out of physical collocation space. 

434. Qwest Brief at p. 29. See 47 C.F.R. 5 51.321 (h) (emphasis added). Qwest 
submits that there is nothing in the FCC regulation charging Qwest with an independent duty to 
inventory all premises, regardless of whether any CLEC has any interest in any particular 
premises. Id- at p. 30. Qwest’s duty under the clear language of the regulation is to report when 
space has been exhausted at a premises, based on information collected as a result of CLEC 
inquiries. Id- 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

Qwest has agreed to add language to its SGAT to resolve AT&T’s concern. 435. 
Therefore, Staff believes this issue is no longer in dispute. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 6:  Whether Owest’s SGAT arbitrarilv increase the 
exoense of collocation for the CLEC in develoaing and definine certain collocation 
rate elements and bv leavinv other rates to be determined on an Individual Case 
Basis (ICB)? (SGAT Sections 8.3.1.9 and 8.3.5.1 & 8.3.6) 

a. 

AT&T argued that there were three SGAT Sections with offending rate issues: 
SGAT Section 8.3.1.9 regarding channel regeneration charges imposing unwarranted increases 
in the expense of collocation; and SGAT Sections 8.3.5.1 and 8.3.6 dealing with adjacent 
collocation charges and rate elements for remote collocation done on an ICB. AT&T March 28, 
2001 at p. 60-61. 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions 

436. 

437. Regarding SGAT Section 8.3.1.9, AT&T objected to Qwest’s imposition of a 
channel regeneration charge when the distance between the CLEC’s collocation space and 
Qwest’s network facilities is so great as to require regeneration. Id- at p. 60. In a fonvard- 
looking environment, facilities would be placed such that the distance between the CLECs 
collocation space and Qwest’s network facilities would not require channel regeneration which 
by definition is inconsistent with the principle that collocation rates be based on forward-looking 
cost developed using a least cost network configuration. Id- AT&T also stated that the SGAT 
should create some incentive for Qwest to minimize the need for regeneration charges by 
encouraging it to place its competitors’ equipment appropriately. Id. 

Regarding SGAT Sections 8.3.5.1 and 8.3.6, AT&T objects to Qwest’s proposal 
to price both adjacent collocation and remote collocation on an ICB basis and state that Qwest 
should be required to develop a set of standard adjacent and remote collocation offerings, 
incorporating collocation rate elements to the extent possible. AT&T March 28,2001 Brief at p. 
61. Allowing Qwest to price these two types of collocation on an ICB basis leads to delay, 
unjust pricing and potential discrimination. Id. As in Colorado, AT&T urges the Commission to 
defer this issue to the appropriate cost docket in order for the parties to submit proposals for 
standardizing the prices of adjacent and remote collocation. Id- 

438. 
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439. MCIW argued that Qwest should be required to develop a set of standard adjacent 
and remote collocation offerings, incorporating collocation rate elements to the extent possible. 
MCIW March 28,2001 Brief at p. 21. This is consistent with the FCC’s expectation that Qwest 
has created specific and concrete terms under which it provides interconnection, collocation and 
its other wholesale offerings. a Allowing Qwest to price these two types of collocation on an 
ICB leads to delay, unjust pricing and potential discrimination. & 

440. Covad argued that a channel regeneration charge is an “additional cost” and 
therefore prohibited by the FCC. Covad March 28, 2001 Brief at p. 7-8. CLECs have no real 
control over where they are placed in the central office and thus have no way to affect whether 
regeneration is necessary because “the collocation site was selected by Qwest.” Covad went 
on to state that the collocation site selected by Qwest regularly ignores best engineering practices 
and, instead, more often reflects “the business needs and decisions of Qwest.” a The SGAT 
should be modified to eliminate the assessment of a channel regeneration charge, except in the 
sole circumstance where a CLEC makes a deliberate decision to design its network in a way that 
requires regeneration. Id. at p. 9. 

441. Qwest argued that the CLEC’s premise on charges for channel regeneration is 
neither legally or factually correct. Qwest March 28, 2001 at p. 34. Qwest notes that the 
selection of collocation space is not without practical limits, especially in those wire centers with 
high demand for collocation, and limited additional space options. Id. Qwest further notes that 
it has a duty under the SGAT to provide the most efficient means of interconnection possible. 
- Id. This will ensure, to the maximum extent possible, that CLEC equipment is placed in such a 
manner as to avoid the need for signal regeneration. Id. Where regeneration is unavoidable, 
however, CLECs should incur the cost of this service as part of the cost of collocation in that if 
regeneration must be provided, it must be paid for. & at p. 34-35. 

442. Regarding both adjacent and remote collocation, Qwest argued that it has made 
clear that has simply no experience in provisioning either adjacent or remote collocation, and 
that it possesses no rate information for these products. Qwest March 28, 2001 Brief at p. 32. 
Qwest is more than willing to establish rates for the products and services that it provides, where 
such rates can be determined according to the standards required in the Act; namely, on the basis 
of Qwest’s forward looking cost plus a reasonable profit. Id. An incumbent cannot be required 
to set rates that will determine its cost recovery where it is virtually unknown what those costs 
will be and where it appears the costs associated with both remote and adjacent collocation will 
vary greatly upon the specific circumstances of the collocation request. & In the absence of 
any established experience, an Individual Case Based (“ICB”) approach to pricing is plainly 
appropriate. Id- at p. 33. Since SGAT Section 2.2 requires Qwest to modify its SGAT to 
conform with decisions from generic dockets, such as the cost docket, should the Commission 
determine that standard rates for these forms of collocation are appropriate, Qwest is required to 
input them into the SGAT. Id- at p. 33-34. 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

The Qwest proposal that adjacent and remote collocation be priced on an ICB 
basis is reasonable at this time. Qwest has stated its willingness to establish rates for the products 
and services that it provides, where such rates can be determined and according to the standards 

443. 
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of the Act. There is no evidence to support the identification of any adjacent and remote 
collocation offerings for which standard prices can be established, let alone what those prices 
should be. Qwest has indicated in the Wholesale Pricing Docket, that when reliable pricing data 
becomes available for products, it will eliminate ICB pricing with established rates. 

444. Regarding channel regeneration charges, Staff recommends that the SGAT be 
modified to remove Qwest’s right to charge where there exists another available collocation 
location where regeneration would not be required, or where there would have been such a 
location, had Qwest not reserved space for its future use in the affected premises. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 7: Whether Owest’s mace reservation policies favor Owest 
over the CLEC? {SGAT Section 8.4.1.71 

a. 

AT&T argued that while the majority of the provisions in SGAT Section 8.4.1.7 
have been resolved, AT&T opposes Qwest’s proposal to require CLECs to forfeit their space 
reservation fee upon cancellation of the reservation (SGAT Section 8.4.1.7.4). AT&T March 28, 
2001 Brief at p. 61. Such a forfeiture provision is discriminatory and would result in an unlawful 
windfall for Qwest. Id. at p. 62. The forfeiture provision set forth at SGAT Section 8.7.1.7 
violates the requirement that space reservation policies apply equally to both the ILEC and its 
competitors. Unlike the CLECs, Qwest has placed nothing at risk of forfeiture and as such, 
the forfeiture provision must be struck down. Id. 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions 

445. 

446. MCIW argued that Qwest and CLECs do not have similar obligations under 
section 8.4.1.7 and Section 8.2.1.16. MCIW March 28, 2001 Brief at p. 22. When comparing 
Section 8.2.1.16 (Qwest right to reserve floor space) with Section 8.4.1.7, Qwest does not have 
similar obligations to those imposed on CLECs in Section 8.4.1.7. Id- Qwest will not prepare 
Collocation Space Reservation Application Forms, pay nonrecurring charges, or forfeit 
nonrecurring deposits if it doesn’t use space. Id- This is a discriminatory application of the 
SGAT. MCIW also considers the cancellation forfeiture found in Section 8.4.1.7.4, 
concerning ReservationiDeposits for Collocation, to be disproportionate with the reservation 
policy. Id- MCIW therefore recommends that Section 8.4.1.7.4 be deleted. Id- 

Id- 

447. Qwest argued that the FCC has expressly deferred to states to develop space 
reservation policies. Qwest March 28, 2001 Brief at p. 40. While Qwest submits that its initial 
SGAT proposal met the FCC’s requirements, it also recognized that such an approach may not, 
as a practical matter, fit the needs of all CLECs. Id- at p. 41. Qwest has significantly modified 
the SGAT with two objectives in mind: first, Qwest made the reservation policy contained in 
Section 8.4.1.7 more attractive to CLECs by reducing the price (Qwest has now lowered the 50% 
deposit to 25%); and second, Qwest has crafted a right of first refusal policy (now found in a 
new SGAT Section 8.4.1.8). Id- This should meet the needs of CLECs by providing a lower 
cost alternative, with commensurately fewer benefits to the party holding the option. Id- 

448. Qwest also stated that there must be some consequences to the CLEC in order to 
avoid disingenuous use of the reservation option to warehouse space. Id- at 42. Qwest believes 
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that Section 8.4.1.7 clearly meets all requirements for a reservation policy found in the 
regulations, since it provides a policy that does not: “reserve space for future use on terms more 
favorable than those that apply to other telecommunications carriers seeking to reserve 
collocation space for their own future use.” Id. 

449. Requiring a meaningful reservation deposit ensures that requesting carriers have a 
stake in their reservation, and are not simply warehousing collocation space in the incumbent’s 
premises. Id- at p. 43. This not only protects Qwest but also other CLECs. Id. The FCC 
recognized that such restrictions are appropriate and it has authorized incumbents by its 
regulations to impose such restrictions on competing carriers. Id- 47 C.F.R. 5 51.323(f)(6) 
provides, “[aln incumbent LEC may impose reasonable restrictions on the warehousing of 
unused space by collocating telecommunications carriers. . . .” Id- Qwest views the imposition 
of a partially refundable reservation deposit, which will be applied towards the cost of 
collocation when actually ordered, and used to offset costs of provisioning that Qwest will be 
required to incur before the CLEC actually submits a final application, as a fair balance, and 
clearly a “reasonable restriction on the warehousing of unused space,” clearly permitted by FCC 
regulation. 

6 .  Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

In its Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, Staff found that 
Qwest’s proposal was supported by both the need for recovery of actual costs and the prevention 
of wasteful or inappropriate use of space reservation. 

450. 

451. In its Comments to Staffs Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, 
AT&T stated that given current economic conditions and the ever-decreasing number of CLECs, 
it is far more likely that collocation space will be vacated rather than “warehoused.” AT&T 
Comments at p. 12. AT&T states that if Qwest has done no work to prepare for the eventual 
collocation and if no other entity, including Qwest, has any need for such space, it becomes a 
complete windfall to Qwest. Id. AT&T proposed new language which would require Qwest to 
not just refund the percentages indicated but also more of the deposit where Qwest has not 
actually incurred expenses relating to the Space Collocation Reservation. Comments at pps. 12- 
13. AT&T proposed the following language: 

8.4.1.7.5 The refund amounts set forth in Section 8.4.1.7.4 are 
minimum refund amounts. Qwest shall refund more of the deposit in the 
event that Qwest has not actually incurred expenses with third parties for 
the Collocation Space Reservation. In such a case, in addition to refunds 
identified in Section 8.4.1.7.4, Qwest shall refund so much of the amounts 
retained under 8.4.1.7.4 for which Qwest has not incurred a corresponding 
expense for the Collocation Space Reservation. (For example, under 
8.4.1.7.4(a), Qwest would retain twenty-five percent (25%) of CLEC’s 
deposit, unless Qwest did not incur expenses that equal that amount. If 
Qwest’s expenses are less than such amount, Qwest shall refund to CLEC 
the difference between the amount retained and the amount of expenses 
actually incurred. 
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* 
452. Staff declines to recommend adoption of the language proposed by AT&T. It 

fails to recognize that Qwest absorbs or incurs carrying costs associated with warehousing space 
for a CLEC, and that Qwest is entitled to recover those costs. 

DISPUTED ISSUE NO. 8: 
Collocation? @GAT Section 8.1.1.4) 

Whether Owest i s  obligated to offer Shared Cageless 

a. 

Covad argued that Qwest’s SGAT permits only “[slhared [claged [plhysical 
[c]ollocation, “ but not shared cageless physical collocation. Covad Brief at p. 3. Qwest has also 
not demonstrated that shared cageless collocation is not technically feasible. Id- at p. 4. Qwest 
has stated it is willing to provide shared cageless collocation pursuant to a bona fide request, 
which entails less work and therefore comes at a decreased cost to Qwest, rather than 
undertaking at this juncture a modification to its OSS systems. rd. at p. 4-5. Qwest should 
permit shared cageless collocation because it is efficient. Id. To allow Qwest to provide only 
shared caged collocation would result in duplication of CLEC facilities and supporting 
infrastructure and therefore the SGAT must be modified to provide for shared cageless physical 
collocation. & 

Summarv of Owest and CLEC Positions 

453. 

454. Qwest argued that the only language under 47 C. F. R. 5 51.323(k)(l) relating to 
the offering of shared physical collocation is limited to a caged arrangement. Qwest Brief at p. 
39. Thus, the only duty imposed upon an incumbent LEC is to provide shared physical 
collocation in a caged arrangement. Id- Rule 51.323(k)(2) makes no allowance whatsoever for 
sharing in a cageless arrangement. rd. The FCC, in its recent Collocation Order addressing 
alternative collocation arrangements, only required incumbent LECs to make shared collocation 
cages available to new entrants. Id. Covad’s request that Qwest broaden the section to provide 
for sharing of collocation in other than caged situations has no legal basis under FCC 
requirements. Id- In the absence of any mandate from the FCC imposing shared arrangements 
beyond caged, Qwest submits that there is no justification for forcing it to restructure its systems. 
- Id. at p. 39-40. Qwest submits that a CLEC can request this type of development through the 
BFR process. & 

b. Discussion and Staff Recommendation 

Staff supports the Qwest position regarding shared cageless collocation. The 
SGAT, however, should be modified to allow subleasing of cageless collocation space. This 
language should specify that in as much as this type of arrangement is among CLECs, Qwest’s 
involvement is such third party arrangement is minimal. 

455. 

g. Verification of Comdiance 

456. With Staffs recommendations as to the resolution of all impasse issues as 
described above, all outstanding issues raised in the Workshops in Arizona have now been 
resolved. 
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457. Qwest has agreed to allow all CLECs to opt into the new provisions of its SGAT 
resulting from these Workshops. 

458. With the resolution of all disputed and outstanding issues, Staff recommends that 
Qwest be found in compliance with Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Act which requires a 271 
applicant to provide or offer to provide “[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements 
of section 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(l). 

459. With the resolution of all disputed and outstanding issues, Staff recommends that 
Qwest be found in compliance with Section 251(c)(2) which imposes upon an incumbent LEC 
“the duty to provide, for the facilities and equipment of any requesting telecommunications 
carrier, interconnection with the local exchange carrier’s network.. .for the transmission and 
routing of telephone exchange service and exchange access. 

460. With the resolution of all disputed and outstanding issues, Staff recommends that 
Qwest be found in compliance with Section 25 l(c)(2)’s requirements that such interconnection 
be: (1) provided at any technically feasible point within the carrier’s network; (2) at least equal in 
quality to that provided by the local exchange carrier to itself or.. .to any other party to which the 
carrier provides interconnection; and (3) provided on rates, terms, and conditions that are ‘‘just, 
reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms and conditions of the agreement 
and the requirements of Section 251 and Section 252. 

461. With the resolution of all disputed and outstanding issues, Staff recommends that 
Qwest be found to meet the requirements of Section 251(c)(6) which requires incumbent LECs 
to provide physical collocation of equipment necessary for interconnection unless the LEC can 
demonstrate that physical collocation is not practical for technical reasons or because of space 
limitations, in which case the incumbent LEC must provide virtual collocation of 
interconnection equipment. 

462. With the resolution of all disputed and outstanding issues, Staff recommends that 
Qwest be found to meet the requirements of Section 252(d)(1) which requires that Qwest’s rates 
for interconnection be just and reasonable and based upon the cost of providing the 
interconnection and that its rates are nondiscriminatory. 

463. That notwithstanding the above findings, Qwest compliance with Checklist 1 
shall be dependent upon its meeting all relevant performance measurements as determined in the 
independent Third Party OSS Test in Arizona. 

n. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

1. 47 U.S.C. Section 271 contains the general terms and conditions for BOC entry 
into the interLATA market. 

2. Qwest is a public service corporation within the meaning of Article 
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XV of the Arizona Constitution and A.R.S. Sections 40-281 and 40-282 and the 
Arizona Commission has jurisdiction over Qwest. 

3. Qwest is a Bell Operating Company as defined in 47 U.S.C. Section153 and 
currently may only provide interLATA services originating in any of its in-region States (as 
defined in subsection (I)) if the FCC approves the application under 47 U.S.C. Section 27 

4. The Arizona Commission is a “State Commission” as that term is defined in 47 
U.S.C. Section 153(41). 

5. Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section 271(d)(2)@), before making any 
determination under this subsection, the FCC is required to consult with the State Commission of 
any State that is the subject of the application in order to verify the compliance of the Bell 
operating company with the requirements of subsection (c). 

6. In order to obtain Section 271 authorization, Qwest must, inter alia. meet the 
requirements of Section 271(c)(2)(B), the Competitive Checklist. 

7. Section 271(c)(2)(B)(i) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 requires a 271 
applicant to provide or offer to provide “[i]nterconnection in accordance with the requirements of 
section 251(c)(2) and 252(d)(1 j.” 

8. Section 251(c)(2) imposes upon incumbent LECs “the duty to provide, for the 
facilities and equipment of any requesting telecommunications carrier, interconnection with the 
local exchange carrier’s network.. . for the transmission and routing of telephone exchange 
service and exchange access. 

9. Pursuant to Section 251(c)(2), such interconnection must be: (1) provided “at any 
technically feasible point within the carrier’s network;” (2) “at least equal in quality to that 
provided by the local exchange camer to itself or . . . [to] any other party to which the camer 
provides interconnection;” and (3) provided on rates, terms, and conditions that are “just, 
reasonable, and nondiscriminatory, in accordance with the terms and conditions of the agreement 
and the requirements of [section 25 11 . . . and section 252. 

10. Section 251(c)(6) requires incumbent LECs to provide physical collocation of 
equipment necessary for interconnection unless the LEC can demonstrate that physical 
collocation is not practical for technical reasons or because of space limitations. In that event, 
the incumbent LEC is still obligated to provide virtual collocation of interconnection equipment. 

11. Section 252(d)(1) of the Act states that “[dleterminations by a State Commission 
of the just and reasonable rate for the interconnection of facilities and equipment for purposes of 
[section 25 l(c)(2)] . . . (A) shall be (i) based on cost . . . of providing the interconnection ... and 
(ii) nondiscriminatory, and (B) may include a reasonable profit.” 
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12. Qwest complies with the requirements of Checklist Item No. 1, subject to it 
updating its SGAT with language reflective of impasse resolutions discussed above, and to its 
updating its SGAT with consensus language agreed to in other Region workshops. 

13. Qwest’s compliance with Checklist Item 1 is also contingent on its passing of any 
relevant performance measurements in the third-party OSS test now underway in Arizona. 
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From: Mark Routh [mrouth@qwest.com] 

Sent: 

To: 

Thursday, October 25, 2001 551 PM 

Lorraine McDaniels; Alan Zimmerman; Becky Quintana; Bill McKernan; Bob Carias; Byron.Dowding; 
Pardee,Carla D - NCAM: Christie Doherty; Clauson, Karen L.; Dave Hahn; Henry Rodighiero; 
igoddard @datatrendis.com; Liz.Balvin; Loretta A. Huff; Lrucks; Lydell Peterson; Manuel Lozano; Mark 
Coyne; mark.r.powell@accenture.com; Marty Essen; Mary Elsness; Michelle L. Sprague; Nancy 
Lubamersky; Pat Chreene; pdierks@datatrendis.com; Peder Gunderson; Randy Owen; Robin Ferris; 

, sburns; Sharon-stettnichs; Shun Yeung; Tara L Breniser; Tara McDonough; Thai Am Ellis; Tim Bessey; 
Vicki Stedman; Victor Leung; Barbara Olson; dconnel; Kimberly Powers; Art Santry; Christine Siewert; 
csanphy; daniel.o'connel1; FRANK Lopez; Jan Speer; Jill; Jim Thiessen; Jodi Saldivar; Kathy McBride; 
KC Bock, Kirn.Anderson; Ray Burton; rkwhit2; Sherrey Cowley; Terry Simmons; vsakal; XO Comm; 
tony.markesi@cox.com; Adkisson,Ann B - NCAM; Bradley Cookson; Christine Pokrandt; Claude 
Wyant; ebalagot; Gayle Barton; JohnHinds; Kurt Schwartz; Rebecca Spencer: Samantha Kratzet: 
Steven Redinger; Susan Griffeth; Tern Walters; Marlene Cross; Willi Angermeier; Wilma Campitelli; 
acelink; Aelea Christofferson; Alan Flanigan; Ann Binkley: Ann Bryant; Anthony Mott; Anthony Steiner; 
arlen; atkinson; Audrey Thompson; Barbara Campbell; Barbara Shever; bbrohl; Becky Ferrington; Beth 
Woodcock; Bill Littler; Bonnie Johnson; bpang; Brad Cookson; Bret Birkholz; Bret Evans; CarlLFitzke; 
Carl.H.Wengelewski Carol Zimmerman; Caterina Alvarez; Cecilia Ortega; cfoster; Chris; Chris Weise; 
chrismartin; Christian Nobs; Christine Mohrfeld; Christine Quinn-Struck; cicmp @z-telcom; Claudia 
Merideth-Trump; corenst; cory.hamilton; crodriguez; cwinsto; Cynthia Schneider; Dale Brandenburg; 
Dale Musfeldt: Daniel Mackey; daolds; dbusett; dchapli; Debbie Jewell; Deborah Harwood; 
denise.anderson; dfriend dheiden; Diana Anderson; Diane Highland; dlvogel; dmroth; Osborne- 
Miller,Donna - NCAM; dothdlam; dotaylo; Doug Slominski; dpetry; dsetsom; dxerick; ellen.neis; 
eodell@dset.com; Eric Yohe; Rea,Ervin E - NCAM; Scherer,Esther A - NCAM; ewrann; exking: Fred 
Brigham; gary.froemel; gary.weger; Geoff Grigsby; gfitzpatrick; Gloriann Lowinske; Gregory Johnston; 
Hans Smits; HeadA; Ian Coleman; jan; Jane Ryberg; Janet Nimrod: Janine Truhn; jbanks; jbcluff; Jean 
John: Jeff Bisgard; Jeremiah-Christianson; Jerry Schumm; Jessica Johnson; Jheri Turner; jim; Jim 
Beers; Jim Maher; Jim Offerson; jlthomp; jmckenna; jnaurnann; Jo Gentry; Joan Masztaler; joe; 
joesargent; John Hunt; John Mann; john.keane; Spangler,Jonathan F - NCAM; Joseph Brown: Joshua 
B. Nielsen; jplumb: jsteffen; Judith Schultz; Judy Barkley; Judy Lee; Judy Leuty; Judy Madden; Julie 
Kaufman Prentice; iwithington; jxandel; Karen Clauson; Karen Henry; karenb; Kar\ Brosnan; Kathy 
Hendricks; Kathy Stichter; kblock; kbrown; Kelly Newland; kelly-morris; Ken Olson; kevin.tollefson; Kim 
Gillette-Hoskins; Kim Tryggestad kirk; Kisua Wright; Pedersen,Kathryn (Kate) - NLNS; Lana 
Messenger; Larry Gindlesberger; Larry Tierney; Laura Fish; Laura Hart; 'LeiLani.Jean.Hines'; Igreer; 
Igwood2; Lisa McNabola; Lisa Remrne; Lisa Schuzer; Ijbarron; Inotari; Lori Wagner; 1orraine.mcdaniels; 
Louis Davidov; louise-c-00; Loy Fraser; Isolive; Lydell Peterson; lylelec; lynetknickelson; Lynn 
Stecklein; lynn-califf; Lynne LeMon; Lynne Powers; Mana Jennings; Marcia Lees; Marianne Good; 
Mark Powell; Mark Powell; Mary Hendel; mary-lohnes; Megan Doberneck; rnengler; Michelle Finney; 
Michelle Spague: Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA mkhall; mldraper; mmoreno: moakley; mrossi; mrouth; 
mthacke; mxthomp; Nadine Fletcher; Nancy Kusleika; Nancy Shepherd Nancy Thompson; Nancy 
Welsh; Nightfire; nleonardson; nstaros; Pam Delaittre; Paul McDaniel; Paul McDaniel: Paula Rozzi; 
Peggy Esquibel-Reed; Penny; Peter Budner; phahn; phil.jones; pjrobin; Quan Nguyen; Rachelle 
Mistone; Rae Couvillion; Ray Wilson; rdixon: reann; Reginald L. Dampier: Relene; Rhonda Rickard; Ric 
Martin; Richard Sampson; Rick Wright; rmacgowan; Rob Loqsdon; rob.reynolds; Robert Corrus; Robert 
Halle; Robert Kiehl; Robert Van Fossen; robertjohnson; Ronald Trippi; Rosemarie Ferris; Rosie 
Glaspell; Ross Martin Ill; Roy Harsila; rschwaftz; Ryan Hinkins; sandra.k.evans; Sandy Dennis; 
sarah.l.adams: sburson; Schula Hobbs; Scott Simon; Van Meter,Sharon K - NCAM; sharon.amett; 
Sheila Raunig; Shirley Roberts; Shun (Sam) Yeung; smcna; smeissner; Spurgeon Youngblood; 
sreynolds; Stephanie Gore; Stephen Sheahan; Steve Moore; steve.taff; Steven Kast; Sue Gwin; Sue 
Lamb; Tamara Hillrnann; Tanya Wickramasuriya; Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; Terry Wicks; 
tqburns: Theresa Hubis; Tim.allen; Timothy Bessey; tjacobs; tmontemayer; tnbailey; Todd Mead; Torn 
Dixon; tom-Simmons; Tonya.Hall: Tracy Pledger; Trudee L. Martin; tvercellotti; Valarie Reck; Valerie 
Estorga; Vera Helen Clements; Vicki Stedman; Vicky; Viju Hullur; vincent.jack; Virgil Newton; 
wdmarkert; Wendy Green; wsmalle 

Subject: Vote requested-IMA 10.0 Prioritization 

Hi all, 

12/7/200 1 



rage L "1 i 

Attached are two tiles associated with the IMA 10.0 Prioritization Process. 

The IMA 10.0 Systems Voting.pdffile is the list of all of the candidates with their associated 
descriptions and related information. This can be used as a review document while you conduct 
your prioritization. ** 

prioritization vote. [The first twenty rhree CRs on the list are the CRs that were ranked as the 
result of the prioritization that was conducted in August]. This file should be returned to me at: 
t . n r . o ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~ ~ r c s t . s o . n ~  by the designated representative of your company no later than Thursday, 
November 2.l.'l,~~~SF;_Re~e~n!)~.r,this is.,a.P~i.~.& s)rsfem. c; i \ t?r~~~. .~~~e~tprioritJ.  .aq?oifit 
____ value of 49 and your lowesl oriori!j:a_p&t value of I. Those CRs with.$h&ighest point 
totalwill be completed first. 

. The IMA 10.0 Prioritization form.xls is the Excel spreadsheet that you will use to cast your 

** In the Regulatory section of this form, there are 6 CRs that have been identified as Regulatory, but 
%e being required by the Colorado Quality Assurance Plan. Qwest is concerned that there is no CR 
Type that clearly encompasses these CRs. Qwest believes these CRs are most closely aligned with the 
Regulatory Change CR Type. Qwest proposes to address this concern during the next Redesign Working 
Session. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Thank you. 

Mark Routh @ CMP Manager - Systems 
Qwest Communications, Inc. 
303-896-3781 
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Exhibit C 

. ,  

^_"" ll.ll..l.._-l.l ll".".."-. l_l_ ...... ,. ., ..-I ..... ~ l.lll.., 

From: Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA 

Sent: 

To: 

Monday, October 29,2001 1229 PM 

'Mark Routh; 'Lorraine McDaniels'; 'Alan Zimmerman'; 'Becky Quintana'; 'Bill McKeman'; 'Bob Carias'; 
'6yron.Dowding'; Pardee,Carla D - NCAM; 'Christie Doherty'; 'Clauson, Karen L.'; 'Dave Hahn': 'Henry 
Rodighiero'; 'jgoddard@datatrendis.com'; 'Liz.Balvin'; 'Loretta A. Huff'; 'Lrucks'; 'Lydell Peterson'; 
'Manuel Lozano'; 'Mark Coyne'; 'mark.r.powell @accenture.com'; 'Marly Essen'; 'Mary Elsness'; 
'Michelle L. Sprague'; 'Nancy Lubamersky'; 'Pat Chreene'; 'pdierks@datatrendis.com'; 'Peder 
Gunderson'; 'Randy Owen'; 'Robin Ferris': 'sbums'; 'Sharon-slettnichs'; 'Shun Yeung'; 'Tara L Breniser'; 
Tara McDonough" 'Thai Am Ellis'; Tim Bessey'; 'Vicki Stedman'; 'Victor Leung'; 'Barbara Olson'; 
'dconnel'; 'Kimberly Powers'; 'Art Santry'; 'Christine Siewert'; 'csanphy'; 'daniel.o'connel1'; 'FRANK 
Lopez'; 'Jan Speer'; 'Jill'; 'Jim Thiessen'; 'Jodi Saldivar'; 'Kathy McBride'; 'KC Bock'; 'Kim.Anderson'; 
'Ray Burton'; 'rkwhit?; 'Sherrey Cowley'; 'Terry Simmons'; 'vsakal'; 'XO Comm'; 
'tony.markesi@cox.com'; Adkisson,Ann B - NCAM; 'Bradley Cookson'; 'Christine Pokrandt': 'Claude 
Wyant'; 'ebalagot'; 'Gayle Barton'; 'JohnHinds'; 'Kurt Schwartz'; 'Rebecca Spencer'; 'Samantha Kratzet'; 
'Steven Redinger'; 'Susan Griffeth'; Terri Walters'; 'Marlene Cross'; 'Willi Angermeier'; 'Wilma 
Campitelli'; 'acelink'; 'Aelea Christofferson'; 'Alan Flanigan'; 'Ann Binkley'; 'Ann Bryant'; 'Anthony MOW; 
'Anthony Steiner'; 'arlen'; 'atkinson'; 'Audrey Thompson'; 'Barbara Campbell'; 'Barbara Shever'; 'bbrohl'; 
'Becky Ferrington'; 'Beth Woodcock'; 'Bill Littler'; 'Bonnie Johnson'; 'bpang'; 'Brad Cookson': 'Bret 
Birkholz'; 'Bret Evans'; 'CarLFitzke'; 'Carl.H.Wengelewski'; 'Carol Zimmerman'; 'Caterina Alvarez'; 
'Cecilia Orlega'; %foster'; 'Chris'; 'Chris Weise'; 'chrismartin'; 'Christian Nobs'; 'Christine Mohrfeld'; 
'Christine &inn-Struck'; 'cicmp @z-tel.com'; 'Claudia Merideth-Trump'; 'corenst'; 'cory.hamilton'; 
'crodriguez'; 'cwinsto'; 'Cynthia Schneider'; 'Dale Brandenburg'; 'Dale Musfeldt'; 'Daniel Mackey'; 
'daolds'; 'dbusett'; 'dchapli'; 'Debbie Jewell'; 'Deborah Harwood; 'denise.anderson'; 'dfriend; 'dheiden'; 
'Diana Anderson'; 'Diane Highland; 'dlvogel'; 'dmroth'; Osborne-Miller.Donna - NCAM; 'dothdlam'; 
'dotaylo'; 'Doug Slominski': 'dpetry'; 'dset.com'; 'dxerick'; 'ellen.neis'; 'eodell@ dset.com,; 'Eric Yohe'; 
Rea,Ervin E - NCAM; Scherer,Esther A - NCAM; 'ewrann'; 'exking'; 'Fred Brigham'; 'gary.froemel'; 
'gary.weger'; 'Geoff Grigsby'; 'gfitzpatrick'; 'Gloriann Lowinske'; 'Gregory Johnston'; 'Hans Smits'; 
'HeadA'; 'Ian Coleman'; 'Ian'; 'Jane Ryberg'; 'Janet Nimrod 'Janine Truhn': 'jbanks'; 'jbcluff 'Jean 
John'; 'Jeff Bisgard )eremiah-Christianson'; 'Jerry Schumm'; 'Jessica Johnson'; 'Jheri Turner': 'jim'; 
'Jim Beers'; 'Jim Maher'; 'Jim Offerson'; 'jlthomp'; 'jmckenna'; 'jnaumann'; 'Jo Gentry'; 'Joan Masztaler'; 
'joe'; 'joesargent'; 'John Hunt'; 'John Mann': 'john.keane'; Spangler,Jonathan F - NCAM; 'Joseph 
Brown'; 'Joshua B. Nielsen'; 'jplumb; 'jsteffen'; 'Judith Schultz'; 'Judy Barkley'; 'Judy Lee'; 'Judy Leuty'; 
'Judy Madden'; 'Julie Kaufman Prentice'; Iwithington'; 'jxandel'; 'Karen Clauson'; 'Karen Henry'; 
'karenb'; 'Karl Brosnan'; 'Kathy Hendricks'; 'Kathy Stichter'; 'kblock'; 'kbrown'; 'Kelly Newland, 
'kelly-morris'; 'Ken Olson'; 'kevin.to1lefson'; 'Kim Gillette-Hoskins'; 'Kim Tryggestad'; 'kirk; 'Kisua 
Wright': Pedersen,Kathryn (Kate) - NLNS; 'Lana Messenger': 'Larry Gindlesberger'; 'Larry Tierney'; 
'Laura Fish'; 'Laura Hart'; 'LeiLani.Jean.Hines'; 'Igreer'; 'Igwood2 'Lisa McNabola'; 'Lisa Remrne'; 'Lisa 
Schuzer'; 'ljbarron'; 'Inotari'; 'Lori Wagner': 'lorraine.rncdaniels'; 'Louis Davidov'; 'louise-c-00; 'Loy 
Fraser'; Isolive'; 'Lydell Peterson'; 'lylelec'; 'lynettenickelson'; 'Lynn Stecklein'; 'lynn-califf; 'Lynne 
LeMon'; 'Lynne Powers'; 'Mana Jennings'; 'Marcia Lees'; 'Marianne Good'; 'Mark Powell'; 'Mark Powell'; 
'Mary Hendel': 'mary-lohnes': 'Megan Doberneck" 'mengler'; 'Michelle Finney'; 'Michelle Spague'; 
Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA; 'mkhall'; 'mldraper'; 'mmoreno'; 'moakley'; 'mrossi'; 'mrouth'; 'mthacke'; 
'mxthomp'; 'Nadine Fletcher'; 'Nancy Kusleika'; 'Nancy Shepherd'; 'Nancy Thompson'; 'Nancy Welsh'; 
'Nighifire'; 'nleonardson': 'nstaros': 'Pam Delaittre'; 'Paul McDaniel'; 'Paul McDaniel'; 'Paula Rozzi'; 
'Peggy Esquibel-Reed; 'Penny'; 'Peter Budner'; 'phahn'; 'philjones'; 'pjrobin'; 'Quan Nguyen'; 'Rachelle 
Mistone'; 'Rae Couvillion'; 'Ray Wilson'; 'rdixon'; 'reann'; 'Reginald L. Dampier'; 'Relene'; 'Rhonda 
Rickard'; 'Ric Martin'; 'Richard Sampson'; 'Rick Wright'; 'rmacgowan'; 'Rob Logsdon'; 'rob.reynolds'; 
'Robert Corrus'; 'Robert Halle'; 'Robert Kiehl'; 'Robert Van Fossen'; 'robert.johnson'; 'Ronald Trippi'; 
'Rosemarie Ferns'; 'Rosie Glaspell'; 'Ross Martin 111'; 'Roy Harsila'; 'rschwartz'; 'Ryan Hinkins': 
'sandra.k.evans'; 'Sandy Dennis'; 'sarah.l.adams'; 'sburson'; 'Schula Hobbs'; 'Scott Simon'; Van 
MeterSharon K - NCAM; 'sharon.amett'; 'Sheila Raunig'; 'Shirley Roberts': 'Shun (Sam) Yeung'; 
'smcna'; 'smeissner'; 'Spurgeon Youngblood 'sreynolds'; 'Stephanie Gore'; 'Stephen Sheahan': 'Steve 
Moore'; 'steve.taff': 'Steven Kast'; 'Sue Gwin'; 'Sue Lamb; Tamara Hillmann'; Tanya Wickramasuriya'; 
Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; Terry Wicks'; 'tgburns'; Theresa Hubis'; 'Tim.allen'; 'Timothy 
Bessey'; 'tjacobs'; 'tmontemayer'; 'tnbailey'; Todd Mead; Tom Dixon'; 'tom-Simmons'; 'Tonya.Hall'; 
Tracy Pledger'; 'Trudee L. Martin'; 'tvercellotti'; Valarie Reck'; 'Valerie Estorga'; 'Vera Helen Clements'; 
'Vicki Stedman'; 'Vicky'; 'Viju Hullur'; 'vincent.jack'; 'Virgil Newton'; 'wdmarkert'; 'Wendy Green'; 'wsmalle' 

0 

http://dset.com


Subject: RE: Vote requested-IMA 10.0 Prioritization 
Mark. 

I am having trouble making a connection between the Colorado Performance Assurance 'Plan docket and the 
changes for IMA 10.0 identified in the attachment to your e-mail. Would Qwest please correlate the 6 changes 
more specifically to the CPAP docket and the orders of the Colorado Commission. Thanks. 

Mitch Menezes 
AT&T Counsel 
303-298-6493 

-----Original Message---- 
From: Mark Routh [rnailto:rnrouth@qwest.com] 
Sent: Thursday, October 25, 2001 5:51 PM 
To: Lorraine McDaniels; Alan Zimmerrnan; Becky Quintana; Bill McKernan; Bob Carias; Byron.Dowding; 
Carla Dickinson; Christie Doherty; Clauson, Karen L.; Dave Hahn; Henry Rodighiero; 
jgoddard@datatrendis.com; Liz.Balvin; Loretta A. Huff; Lrucks; Lydell Peterson; Manuel Lozano; Mark 
Coyne; rnark.r.powell@accenture.com; Ma* Essen; Mary Elsness; Michelle L. Sprague; Nancy 
Lubamersky; Pat Chreene; pdierks@datatrendis.com; Peder Gunderson; Randy Owen; Robin Ferris; 
sburns; Sharon-stettnichs; Shun Yeung; Tara L Breniser; Tara McDonough; Thai Am Ellis; Tim Bessey; 
Vicki Stedman; Victor Leung; Barbara Olson; dconnel; Kimberly Powers; A r t  Santry; Christine Siewert; 
csanphy; daniel.o'connel1; FRANK Lopez; Jan Speer; Jill; Jim Thiessen; Jodi Saldivar; Kathy McBride; KC 
Bock; Kim.Anderson; Ray Burton; rkwhit2; Sherrey Cowley; Terry Simmons; vsakal; XO Comm; 
tony.mar!esi@cox.com; Ann Adkisson; Bradley Cookson; Christine Pokrandt; Claude Wyant; ebalagot; 
Gayle Barton; JohnHinds; Kurt Schwartz; Rebecca Spencer; Samantha Kratzet; Steven Redinger; Susan 
Griffeth; Terri Waiters; Marlene Cross; Willi Angermeier; Wilma Campitelli; acelink; Aelea Christofferson; 
Alan Flanigan; Ann Binkley; Ann Bryant; Anthony Mott; Anthony Steiner; arlen; atkinson; Audrey 
Thompson; Barbara Campbell; Barbara Shever; bbrohl; Becky Ferrington; Beth Woodcock; Bill Littler; 
Bonnie Johnson; bpang; Brad Cookson; Bret Birkholz; Bret Evans; Carl.Fihke; Car1.H.Wengelewski; Carol 
Zirnrnerman; Caterlna Alvarez; Cecilia Ortega; doster; Chris; Chris Weise; chrismartin; Christian Nobs; 
Christine Mohrfeld; Christine Quinn-Struck; cicrnp@z-tekom; Claudia Merideth-Trump; corenst; 
cory.hamilton; crodriguez; cwinsto; Cynthia Schneider; Dale Brandenburg; Dale Musfeldt; Daniel Mackey; 
daolds; dbusett; dchapli; Debbie Jewell; Deborah Harwood; denise.anderson; dfriend; dheiden; Diana 
Anderson; Diane Highland; dlvogel; drnroth; dosbome; dot.ludlarn; dotaylo; Doug Slominski; dpetry; 
dset.com; dxerick; ellen.neis; eodell@dset.com; Eric Yohe; ENin Rea; Esther Scherer; ewrann; exking; 
Fred Brigham; gary.froeme1; gary.weger; Geoff Grigsby; gfitzpatrick; Gloriann Lowinske; Gregory 
Johnston; Hans Smits; HeadA; Ian Coleman; jan; Jane Ryberg; Janet Nimrod; Janine Truhn; jbanks; 
jbcluff; Jean John; Jeff Bisgard; jeremiah-Christianson; Jerry Schumrn; Jessica Johnson; Jheri Turner; jim; 
Jim Beers; Jim Maher; Jim Offerson; jlthomp; jmckenna; jnaumann; 30 Gentry; loan Masztaler; joe; 
joesargent; John Hunt; John Mann; john.keane; Jonathan Spangler; Joseph Brown; Joshua B. Nielsen; 
jplumb; jsteffen; Judith Schultz; Judy Barkley; Judy Lee; Judy Leuty; Judy Madden; Julie Kaufman 
Prentice; jwithington; jxandel; Karen Clauson; Karen Henry; karenb; Karl Brosnan; Kathy Hendricks; Kathy 
Stichter; kblock; kbrown; Kelty Newland; kelly-morris; Ken Olson; kevin.tollefson; Kim Gillette-Hoskins; 
Kim Tryggestad; kirk; Kisua Wright; kpedersen; Lana Messenger; Larry Gindlesberger; Larry Tierney; Laura 
Fish; Laura Hart; 'LeiLani.Jean.Hines'; Igreer; Igwood2; Lisa McNabola; Lisa Remrne; Lisa Schuzer; 
ljbamn; Inotari; Lori Wagner; lorrainemcdaniels; Louis Davidov; louise-LOO; Loy Fraser; Isolive; Lydell 
Peterson; lylelec; lynette.nicke1son; Lynn Stecklein; lynn-califf; Lynne LeMon; Lynne Powers; Mana 
Jennings; Marcia Lees; Marianne Good; Mark Powell; Mark Powell; Mary Hendel; rnary-lohnes; Megan 
Doberneck; mengler; Michelle Finney; Michelle Spague; Mitch Menezes; mkhall; mldraper; mrnoreno; 
moakley; mrossi; mrouth; mthacke; rnxthomp; Nadine Fletcher; Nancy Kusleika; Nancy Shepherd; Nancy 
Thompson; Nancy Welsh; Nightfire; nleonardson; nstaros; Pam Delaittre; Paul McDaniel; Paul McDaniel; 
Paula Roni; Peggy Esquibel-Reed; Penny; Peter Budner; phahn; phil.jones; pjrobin; Quan Nguyen; 
Rachelle Mistone; Rae Couvillion; Ray Wilson; rdixon; reann; Reginald L. Darnpier; Relene; Rhonda 
Rickard; Ric Martin; Richard Sampson; Rick Wright; rmacgowan; Rob Logsdon; rob.reynolds; Robert 
Corrus; Robert Halle; Robert Kiehl; Robert Van Fossen; robert.johnson; Ronald Trippi; Rosemarie Ferris; 
Rosie Glaspell; Ross Martin 111; Roy Harsila; rschwartz; Ryan Hinkins; sandra.k.evans; Sandy Dennis; 



sarah.l.adams; sburson; Schula Hobhs; Scott Simon; Sharon Van Meter; sharon.arnett; Sheila Raunig; 
Shirley Roberts; Shun (Sam) Yeung; smcna; smeissner; Spurgeon Younghiood; sreynolds; Stephanie Gore; 
Stephen Sheahan; Steve Moore; steve.taff; Steven KaSt; Sue Gwin; Sue Lamb; Tamara Hillmann; Tanya 
Wickramasuriya; Terry Bahner; Terry Wicks; tghurns; Theresa Hubis; Timalien; Timothy Bes5ey; tjacobs; 
tmontemayer; tnbailey; Todd Mead; Tom Dixon; tom-simmons; Tonya.Hall; Tracy Pledger; Trudee L. 
Martin; tvercellotti; Valarie Reck; Valerie Estorga; Vera Helen Clements; Vicki Stedman; Vicky; Viju Huiiur; 
vincent.jack; Virgil Newton; wdmarkert; Wendy Green; wsmalle 
Subject: Vote requested-IMA 10.0 Prioritization 

Hi all. 

0 

Attached are two files associated with the IMA 10.0 Prioritization Process. 

The IMA 10.0 Systems Voting.pdf file is the list of all of the candidates with their 
associated descriptions and related information. This can be used as a review document 
while you conduct your prioritization. * 4 :  

The IMA 10.0 Prioritization fom.xIs is the Excel spreadsheet that you will use to cast your 
prioritization vote. m e  first twenty three CRs on the list are the CRs that were ranked as 
the result of the prioritization that was conducted in August]. This file should be returned to 
me at: m~:.o.uth @qy.estL~.om by the designated representative of your company no later than 
Thursday, November 2. &EL4.SX-Rememher. this is a Points-system. Give yoor high& 
priority a mint value_or49 and your loyest priuritu.point value of 1. Those CRs with 
the highest p o i n t t o t a l l b e k e d & r s t t ,  

** In the Regulatory section of this form, there are 6 CRs that have been identified as Regulatory, 
but are being required by the Colorado Quality Assurance Plan. Qwest is concerned that there is 
no CR Type that clearly encompasses these CRs. Qwest believes these CRs are most closely 
aligned with the Regulatoly Change CR Type. Qwest proposes to address this concern during the 
next Redesign Working Session. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Thank you. 

_. 

Mark Routh 
CMP Manager - Systems 
Qwest Communications, Inc. 
303-896-3781 





Exhibit D 

ent: 

‘ 0  
I Subject: 

Mark Routh [mrouth@qwest.com] 
Friday, November 16, 2001 530 PM 
Osborne-Miller,Donna - NCAM; Lynne Powers; Karen Clauson; Liz.Balvin; sandra.k.evans; 
Wendy Green; Mark Routh; Terry Wicks; Michelle Sprague; Matthew Rossi; Peder 
Gunderson; Shun (Sam) Yeung: Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; Judy Schultz; Judy Lee; 
Becky Quintana: Kathy Stichter; Bill Littler; Marcia Lees; Jim Thiessen; ‘LeiLani.Jean.Hines’; 
Van MeterSharon K - NCAM; Mike Zulevic; Christian Nobs; Joanne Ragge; Jim Maher; 
Jeffery Thompson; Mike Hydock; Tom Dixon; Lynne Lemon; Jeff Bisgard: Menezes.Mitchetl H 
- LGA; Mana Jennings-Fader; Megan Doberneck; Jarby Blackmun; Andrew Crain; Paul 
McDaniel; Beth Woodcock; Susan Travis; Lorraine McDaniels; Alan Zimmerman; Bill 
McKernan; Bob Carias; Barbara Olson; Pardee,Carla D - NCAM; dconnel; Kimberly Powers; 
Lydell Peterson: Manuel Lozano; Pat Chreene; Randy Owen; Sharon-stettnichs; Tara L 
Breniser; An Santry; Christine Siewert; csanphy; daniel.o’connel1; FRANK Lopez; Jan Speer; 
Jill; Jodi Saldivar; Kathy McBride; KC Bock; Kim.Anderson; Loretta A. Huff: Mary Elsness; Ray 
Burton; rkwhit2; Sherrey Cowley; Terry Simmons: vsakal; XO Comm; Marty Essen; Robin 
Ferris; tony.markesi@cox.corn; Adkisson,Ann 6. NCAM; AT&T Broadband; Bradley 
Cookson; Christine Pokrandt; Claude Wyant; Dave Hahn; ebalagot; Gayle Barton; JohnHinds; 
Kathleen Walter; Kurt Schwartz; Lrucks; Rebecca Spencer; Samantha Kratzet; Steven 
Redinger; Susan Griffeth; Terri Walters; Toni Dubuque; ByromDowding; Marlene Cross; Willi 
Angermeier; Wilma Campitelli; acelink; Aelea Christofferson; Alan Flanigan; Ann Binkley; Ann 
Bryant; Anthony Mott; Anthony Steiner; arlen; atkinson; Audrey Thompson; Barbara Campbell; 
Barbara Shever; bbrohl; Becky Ferrington; Bonnie Johnson; bpang; Brad Cookson; Bret 
Birkholz; Bret Evans; CarLFitzke; Carl.H.Wengelewski; Carol Zimmerman; Caterina Alvarez; 
Cecilia Ortega; cfoster; Chris; Chris Black; Chris Weise; chrismartin; Christine Mohrfeld; 
Christine Quinn-Struck: cicmp@z-tekom; Claudia Merideth-Trump; corenst; cory.hamilton; 
crodriguez; cwinsto; Cynthia Schneider; Dale Brandenburg: Date Musfeldt; Daniel Mackey; 
daolds; dbusett; dchapli; Debbie Jewell; Deborah Harwood: denise.anderson; dfriend; 
dheiden: Diana Anderson; Diane Highland; dlvogel; dmroth; dot.ludlam: dotaylo; Doug 
Slominski; dpetry; dset.com; dxerick; ellen.neis; eodell@dset.com: Eric Yohe; Rea,Ervin E - 
NCAM; Scherer,Esther A - NCAM; ewrann; exking; Fred Brigham; gary.froemel; gary.weger; 
Geoff Grigsby; gfitzpatrick; Gloriann Lowinske; Hans Smits: HeadA; Ian Coleman; jan; Janet 
Nimrod; Janice Cox; Janine Truhn; jbanks; jbcluff; Jean John; Jeff Bisgard; 
jererniah-christianson; Jerry Schumm; Jessica Johnson; Jheri Tumer; jim; Jim Beers; Jim 
Offerson: jnhomp; jmckenna; jnaumann; Jo Bennett; Jo Gentry: Joan Masztaler; joe; 
joesargent; John Hunt; John Mann; john.keane; Spangler.Jonathan F - NCAM; Joseph 
Brown; Joshua 6. Nielsen; jplurnb; jsteffen; Judith Schultz; Judy Barkley; Judy Leuly; Judy 
Madden; Julie Kaufrnan Prentice: jwithington; jxandel ; Karen Henry; karenb; Karl Brosnan; 
Kathy Hendricks; kblock; kbrown; Kelly Newland; kelly-morris; Ken Olson; Kim Gillette- 
Hoskins; Kim Tryggestad; kirk; Kisua Wright; Pedersen.Kathryn (Kate) - NLNS; Lana 
Messenger; Larry Tierney; Laura Fish; Laura Hart; Igreer; Igwood2; Lisa McNabola; Lisa 
Remme: Lisa Schuzer; Ijbarron; Inotari; Lori Wagner; 1orraine.mcdaniels: Louis Davidov; 
Louise Ng; Loy Fraser; Isolive; Lydell Peterson; lylelec; 1ynette.nickelson: Lynn Stecklein; 
lynn-califf; Lynne LeMon; Mana Jennings; Marianne Good; Mark Powell; Mark Powell; Mary 
Hendel; mary-lohnes; mengler: Michelle Finney; Michelle Spague; Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA 
mkhall; mldraper: mmoreno; moakley: mrossi; rnrouth; mthacke; mxthomp; Nadine Fletcher; 
Nancy Kusleika; Nancy Shepherd; Nancy Thompson; Nancy Welsh; Nightfire; nleonardson; 
nstaros; Pam Delaittre; Pamela Johnson; Paul McDaniel; Paula Rozzi; Peggy Esquibel-Reed; 
Penny; Peter Budner; phahn: phil.jones; pjrobin; Quan Nguyen; Rachelle Mistone; Rae 
Couvillion; Ray Wilson; dixon; reann; Reginald L. Dampier; Relene; Rhonda Rickard; Ric 
Martin; Richard Sampson; Rick Wright; rmacgowan; Rob Logsdon; rob.reynolds; Robert 
Corrus; Robert Halle; Robert Kiehl; robettjohnson; Ronald Trippi; Rosemarie Ferris; Rosie 
Glaspell; Ross Martin 111; Roy Harsila; rschwartz; Ryan Hinkins; Sandy Dennis; sarah.l.adams; 
sburns; sburson; Schula Hobbs: Scott Simon; sharon.arnett; Sheila Raunig; Shirley Roberls; 
smcna; Spurgeon Youngblood; sreynolds; Stephanie Gore; Stephen Sheahan; Steve Moore; 
steve.taff; Steven Kast; Sue Gwin; Sue Lamb; Tamara Hillmann; Tanya Wickramasuriya; 
tgburns; Theresa Hubis; Tirn.allen; Timothy Bessey; tjacobs; tmontemayer; tnbailey; Todd 
Mead; tom-Simmons; Tonya.Hal1; Tracy Pledger; Trudee L. Martin; tvercellotti; Valarie fleck; 
Valerie Estorga; Vera Helen Clements; Vicki Stedman; Vicky; Viju H u h ;  vincentjack; Virgil 
Newton; wdmarkert; wsmalle 
Qwest Regulatory Candidates for IMA 10.0 

1 



iu 
a O . 0  Regulatory with 

PiD Refer ... Hi All, 

Here is the list of candidates that Qwest views as Regulatory 
requirements. 
we will be discussing 
Monday Nov. 19th at 1 

The call in number is 

Have a Great weekend. 

._ 

Mark ROUth 
CMP Manager - Systems 
Qwest communications. 
303-896-3781 

these candidates on the call that I scheduled for 
00 p.m. mountain. 

1-877-542-7616 and Lhe passcode is 6145293. 

Inc 
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Exhibit E 

From: 
sent: 
To: 

- 

cc: 

Subject: 

jfspangler@ att.com 
Tuesday, October 23, 2001 2 4 0  PM 
acelink@acegroup.cc; alan.flanigan@twtelecom.com; amoragne@covad.com; 
anthony.rnott@xo.com; arlen@wyoming.com; atkinson @cnnw.net; bcarias@ nightfire.com; 
bjjohnson@eschelon.com; brian.bartsch@integratelecom.com; brobson@futureone.corn; 
bszafran@covad.com; Byron.Dowding@alltel.com; caterinaalvarez@ kpmg.com; Pardee,Carla 
D - NCAM; cfostera McLeodUSA.com; chrismartin @mail.sprint.com; 
cmohrfeld@McLeodUSA.corn; Cory.Hamilton@adelphia.com; cpaiko@mmfn.com; 
Craig.b.douglas@mci.com; crice@crystaicomrn.corn; cwilson@pvt.com; 
danderson @ionexcorn; debbieje @ shared.net: deborah.jaques @xo.corn; 
denis.labadie@telops.gte.corn; dglenn @covad.com; dhsiao @ rhythmsmet; Osborne 
Miller,Donna . NCAM; duane.angell @firstworld.com; ecc@eccmontana.com; 
eeason @ prerniercomgroup.com; eldon.hunt@ integrateiecormcom; 
ellen.neis@rnail.sprint.corn; Scherer,Esther A - NCAM: EVDoty@nextlink.com; 
ewrann@dsl.net; gary.weger@alltel.com; ggrigsby@covad.com; gjohnsto@covad.com: 
HeadA@simpsonhousing.com; ian.coleman@algx.com; jahillsman@nextlink.corn; 
Jaime.Foust@integratelecorn.com; jean-hohbach @mmi.net; jljohnson @eschelon.com; 
Spangler,Jonathan F - NCAM; Jim@ 1ivewirenet.com; jjohn@quintessent.net; jlmiller@xo.com; 
jlovell@adestagroup.com; jnaurnann@uscellular.com; joan.spivey@mail.sprint.com; 
joe.sargent@iowawireless.corn; joe@ bridgeband.net; c-john.keane @wcom.com; 
jspeer@rneans.net; jsteffenaacgincmet; jthiessen @avistacom.net; 
klclauson@ eschelon.com; karenbafedtelmet; KarLbrosnan @ onepointcom.com; 
klstichter@eschelon.corn; kblock@telcordia.com; kbrown @avistacomm.net; 
kelly.l.oxford@xo.com; KGillette-Hoskins@quintessent.net; Kirn.Anderson@Onvoy.com; 
Pedersen,Kathryn (Kate) - NLNS; kschwart@covad.com; ktrygges@covad.com: 
laurie.fredricksen@integratelecorn.com; Leilani.Jean.Hines@wcom.com; 
lfowlkes @ avistacomm.net; lisa.remme@ integratelecom.com; LizBalvin @wcom.corn; 
ljbarron @nextlink.com; Lori-Nelson@ mmi.net; lorraine.mcdaniels@ espire.net; 
Ivincent@rhylhms.net; lynette.nickelson@integratelecom.com; lynn.d.gunwall@pvt.corn; 
lynn-califf @eli.net; flpowers@eschelon.com; rnarcia.lees@sbc.corn; 
may-elsnes@frontiercorp.com; rnary-lohnes@mmi.net; mdgood@xo.com; 
mfischera covad.com; Michelle.Finney@integratelecom.corn; rnlawson @ McLeodUSA.corn: 
mmoreno@eztalktelephone.com; rnsprague@McLeodUSA.com; rnzulevic@covad.corn; 
nleonardson@rnantiss.com; nthompsl @telwrdia.com; pam.arcandk3integratelecom.corn; 
Pat.Chreene@gxs.ge.corn; patricia_campbell@eli.net; pwbrolsma@eschelon.com; 
patrick.e.rncnarnara@xo.com; peder-gunderson @eli.net; pevans @quintessent.net; 
Pribula,Eleanor (Eiiie) - NLCIO; qwestosscm @kprng.com; rhonda.rickardk3 uslink.com; 
richard.durrant@rnmfn.com; ross.martin@xo.com; rschwartz@rntperson.com; 
moodhouse@ kpmg.com; sandefur@covad.com: sandra.k.evans@mail.sprint.com; 
sarah.l.adarns @ mail.sprint.com; sburns @ prtel.com; scaron@covad.com; 
sharomarnett @ mail.sprint.com; Sharon-stettnichs 43 mrni.net; shobbs@ dsl.net: 
shoffrnan@covad.com: smeissner@atgi.net; sreynolds@avistacornm.net; 
steve.taff@algx.com; sue.wiernan@integratelecom.com; sue.wright@xo.corn; 
tafawver@eschelon.com; Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; terry.wicks@algx.com; 
tgburns@olsen-thielenxorn; theresa.jasper@rnail.sprint.com; Tim.allen@onepointcorn.com; 
tnbailey@eschelon.com; tmschiller@eschelon.com; tmonternayer@ rnantiss.com; 
Tom.Priday@wcorn.com; tom-sirnmons@mrni.net; twalker@xo.corn; twhitefoot@xo.com; 
vcdegarlais@ scindonetworks.com; vclement@ dset.com; william.rnagrath@onepointcom.com 
Rea,Ervin E - NCAM; Boykin,Timothy (Tim) - NCAM; Osborne-Miller,Donna - NCAM; Van 
MeterSharon K - NCAM; Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; Adkisson,Ann B - NCAM; 
Page.Beny J - NCAM; Pardee,Carla D - NCAM; Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA 
IMA 8.01 Appointment Scheduler Function 

AT&T is greatly concerned about a candidate change in the Qwest IMA 8.01 GUI 
upgrade due out November 19th. 2001. Candidate change 25152 will r e q u i r e  
CLECs to select a due date and time for an LSR to be scheduled by 
appointment based upon Qwest's resource availability. The enhancement reads 
as follows: 

"Enhancements for Appointment Scheduler - Improve Wholesale 
1 

mailto:william.rnagrath@onepointcom.com


customers service by scheduling appointments throughout the day, based on 
resource availability.', 

Below are a few concerns AT&T has identified: 

Iffect. Qwest mentioned UNE-L at the System CMP Forum held October 18th, 
however, Qwest does not specify what "resource availability" means and may 
equate this change to every product Qwest provides. 

current service intervals to include Qwest resource availability. 

dates on all products. 

a due time for either a specific day or time if it does not fit into Qwest's 
schedule. 

is no ability for Qwest to report performance based on customer-requested 
due dates. 

will experience undue resource constraints. 

issue arises among CLECs with an ED1 and GUI interface. CLECs using ED1 
interface will still have the ability choose when they or the end-customer 
would like to schedule a cut, whereas, CLECs utilizing GUI with not have 
they ability. 

In AT&T's view, this does not  improve^^ wholesale customer service and 
causes CLECs to unjustly conform to Qwest's availability at the expense of 
the end-customer's needs. 

Per discussions at the last CMP system meeting, I heard a few CLECs voice 
concern on this change similar to AT&T's concerns. Please response back to 
me with some of the various concerns you have about this process change. 

Jonathan Spangler 
AT&T Local Services & Access Management 
Western Region 
Voice: 303-298-6240 
Fax I 303-298-6455 
Email: jfspangler@att.com 
Pager: 888-858-7243 pin 106241 or 
jonathan.spangler6)myZway.com 

PROPRIETARY-Restricted pursuant to the AT&T/Qwest non-disclosure 
agreement 

f The change candidate does not identify what product this will 

* CLECs will be required to calculate additional days into Qwest's 

* Qwest has yet to consistently meet current service interval due 

* C L E C s  will not have the ability to meet an end-customer request for 

Because this change affects how an LSR is submitted to Qwest, there 

Because CLECs won't have the ability to choose a time to cut, CLECs 

* Because this change only affects IMA GUI users at this time, parity 

I 

i 
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Exhibit F 

~~~~ ~~ 

From: Mark Routh [rnrouth@qwest.com] 
Sent: 
To: Spangler,Jonathan F - NCAM 
cc: 

Subject: 

Friday, November 02,2001 9:34 AM 

Budner, Pete; Krantz, Samantha: Rea,Ewin E - NCAM; Osborne-Miller,Donna - NCAM; Van 
MeterSharon K - NCAM; Menezes,Mitchell H ~ LGA 
Re: REMINDER: IMA Release 8.01 to be available November 19,2001 

Jonathan, 

I just received word that we are pulling the Scheduling Candidate from the 8 . 0 1  
release. A formal announcement will be coming shortly but I thought you'd like 
to know now. 

Mark 

"Spangler, Jonathan F,  NCAM" wrote: 

> I haven't heard back about this change. . 
~ 

> Please let me know what is Qwest's intention. 

> Jonathan Spangler 
> AT&T Local Services & Access Management 
> Western Region 
> Voice: 3 0 3 - 2 9 8 - 6 2 4 0  
> Fax: 3 0 3 - 2 9 8 - 6 4 5 5  
> Email: jfspangler@att.com 
> Pager: 8 8 8 - 8 5 8 - 7 2 4 3  pin 106241 or 
_j jonathan.spangler@my2way.com 

> 

> PROPRIETARY-Restricted pursuant to the AT&T/Qwest non-disclosure 
> agreement 

> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Spangler, Jonathan F, NCAM 
> Sent: Monday, October 2 9 ,  2001 1 : 5 4  PM 
> To: 'Routh, Mark'; 'Budner, Pete'; 'Krantz, Samantha' 
> Cc: Rea, Ervin E, NCAM; Osborne-Miller, Donna, NCAM: Van Meter, Sharon 
> K, NCAM; Menezes, Mitchell H, LGA 
> Subject: FW: REMINDER: IMA Release 8-01 to be available November 19, 
> 2001 

z Please clarify Qwest's position on the release of IMA 8 . 0 1  scheduled for 
5 November 17th. 

> As you know, AT&T is concerned with the Appointment Scheduler function 
> proposed to be release in the 8.01 release. We have been told that Qwest is 
> reconsidering that proposal at this time. I received the reminder attached 
> below, it appears Qwest still intend to go forward with the 8.01 release, 
> however, on page 9 chapter entitled "IMA Appointment Scheduler Enhancement 
> for UBL Products" it indicates screenshots will be required in the ~ r n  
z User's Guide Preorder chapter. 

> 

> 

> 

> Does this mean Qwest intends to go forward with the Appointment Scheduler 
> enhancement as proposed? Or does this mean Qwest is still reconsidering the 
> enhancement which is why there is no documentation provided? 

z Please let me know. 

> Jonathan Spangler 
> AT&T Local Services & Access Management 
> Western Region 

> 

j .  

1 
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> Voice: 303-298-6240 
> Fax: 303-298-6455 
> Email: jfspanyler4att.com 
> Pager: 888-858-7243 pin 105241 or 
jonathan.spangler@rny2way.com 

> PROPRIETARY-Restricted pursuant to the AT&T/Qwest non-disclosure 
> agreement 

> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Osborne-Miller, Donna, NCAM 
> Sent: Monday, October 29, 2001 10:54 AM 
3 To: Spangler, Jonathan F, NCAM 
> Subject: FW: REMINDER: IMA Release 8.01 to be available November 19, 
> 2001 

> Donna Osborne-Miller 
> LSAM Manager 
> OSS 
> 303-298-6178 (Voice) 
> 303-298-6650 (Fax)  

> 

> 

, 
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: Theresa Hubis ~mailto:thubis@qwest.coml 
> Sent: Monday, October 29,  2001 9244 AM 
> Subject: REMINDER: IMA Release 8-01 to be available November 19, 2001 
> 
> ................................................................... 

> 
> Part 1.2 Type: application/ms-tnef 
> Encoding: base64 

2 
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Exhibit C, 

From: Matthew Rossi [rnrossi@qwest.corn] 

Sent: 

To: 

Monday, November 12,2001 9:14 AM 

Byron.Dowding; trnontemayer; 1iz.balvin; tonymarkesi; terry.wicks; frankShornton; jwithington; roferris; 
Mark Powell; heada; jr1856; Pedersen,Kathryn (Kate) - NLNS; flpowers; klclauson; tracyp; 
Louise-C-00; sandra.k.evans; cmohrfeld; jljohnson; eodell; jjohn; KGillette-Hoskins; shunyeung; 
qwestosscm; willia; Osborne-Miller.Donna - NCAM; fred.brigham; lisa.mcnabola; rae,couvillion; 
anthony-steiner; carol.l.waggener; Scott-sirnon; Imwagner; jmoham; ronaldg; Finney, Michelle; blittler; 
Boykin,Timothy (Tim) - NCAM; mzulevic; pbewick; Rea,Ervin E - NCAM; Ibendixsen; Scherer,Esther A 
- NCAM; Van MeterSharon K - NCAM; loy; audrey; bparks; klstichter; kisua.wright; stevemoore; 
wk4736; Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA; thomas.f.dixon; delynn.ball; becky.quintana; Bahner,Teresa L 
(Terry) - NCAM; rd533.5; rndoberne; 1eilani.jean.hines"; mcutcher; Don Petry; lynda.a.cleveland; 
susan.a.travis; wmcampb; phooksj; jlthomp; lihle; sburson; emorris; Dave Hahn; Alar Zimmerrnan; 
Igwood2; mrouth; Jill Fouts; Debra Smith; Lori Simpson; Margaret Bumgarner; Tommy Thompson; 
Jarby Blackmun; Chris Viveros; Nancy Lubamersky; Jean Liston; Sandy Maffei; Valerie Jeffries; 
Wastor@Aol.Com Astor; Jill Anderson; Catherine Barrett; Joann Beck; Lynne Lemon; Wendy Green; 
btgutie; Russell Urevig; Mallory Paxton; Kathy Battles; Connie Winston; ambinkl; Judith Schultz; Nancy 
Hoag; Harriett Berry; Debra Kelso: cmeride; Joan Smith; Jim @qwest.com; James Maher; Christie 
Doherty; Richard Martin; Carol Zirnmerrnan; Elizabeth King; Joann Garramone; Judy Madden; drwillee; 
Dave Hahn; Dave Hahn; jamoor2; clwarrl; swillgu; scowley; jhousto; Isolive; jvilks; dschlos; csanphy; 
chalper; jbarkle; cpokran; Henry Rodighiero; Ikjohn3; mja506; Mark Miller; Patricia Levene; Steven 
Kast; jamoor2; jrixe; clwarrl ; swillgu; dchapli; dfcross; begbert; Rosemarie Ferris; mxflore; slfox; 
sgreenh; Sue Gwin; phahn; Ryan Hinkins; jhousto; pjenkin; glawson; poconne; Isolive; epeters; kpettey; 
crau; dxreed2; lrnrobel; rnroll: jsquyre; ezatkow; dotaylo; jvilks; wirlee; twalter; bwaterh; rkwhit2; 
frwrigh; rnxyamas; Joan Masztaler; Julie Kaufman Prentice; Peter Budner; William Woodworth; Lisa 
Schuzer; Paula Rozzi; Brenda Lewis; tmckenz; Christine Quinn-Struck; Doug Slominski; Nancy 
Shepherd; Eric Yohe; pjjohns 

Subject: Qwest Final CR Responses 

All - 

Please find the following final Qwest CR Responses. These should be web posted by COB on Tuesday 
11/13/01 at the following URL: ~//www.usu,est.col~wholesale/cmp/chan~ereauest pp.html Please 
let me know if you have any questions. 

CR #%OS142 - LNP Repair Interval 
CR #5582099 - LNP Switch Disconnect Timing 
CR #5579345 - Repair Process for multiple lines on a single report 

Matt Rossi 
CMP Manager - F'roductProcess 
303 896-5432 

mailto:Wastor@Aol.Com


ride t 

Q w e s t  
Wholesale Markets 

November 9,2001 

Mr. Jim Thiessen 

Avista Communications 

This letter is in response to your CLEC Change Request Form, number 5608142 
dated June 13, 2001 - LNP Repair Interval. 

Request: 
Currently, Qwest has a 24-hour commit time for all LNP trouble tickets that are 
opened. These tickets can be escalated every Yi  hour, but all the escalation does 
is guarantee that the ticket will be worked within 24 hours. Would like to see this 
reduced to a more reasonable amount of time. 

Response: 
Repair intervals were agreed to at the performance measurement workshops 
under the auspices of the Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) and the Arizona 
TAG. MR-1 I LNP Trouble Reports cleared within 24 hours was established as a 
measure of the interval agreed upon. The standard is parity with MR-3C Results 
for Retail Residence. Qwest will continue to be consistent with these 
agreements. 

Qwest Call Center Agents will review any pending order information for accuracy 
and establish contact with the appropriate repair center, if necessary. The ISC 
will issue a work queue ticket and agree to provide regular status to the CLEC at 
regular intervals until resolution. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Callan 
Group Product Manager 

12/07/01 Qwest Communications lnc. 1 



Whhesale Markets 

November 9,2001 

Ms. Terry Bahner 
Ms. Donna Osborne-Miller 

AT&T 

This letter is in response to your CLEC Change Request Form, number 5582099 
dated June 6 ,  2001 - LNP Switch Disconnect Timing. 

Request: 
Change current switch disconnect process to where disconnect occurs 
immediately afier AT&T Broadband activates the number. 

Response: 
Qwest understands the goal is to eliminate disconnection of customers in error. 
Qwest has agreed to Performance Measurement OP-17 - Timeliness of 
Disconnects Associated with LNP Orders with a standard of 98.25%. Qwest is in 
full support of this measure and has committed to this standard. 

In August, Qwest completed the mechanization of the solution to hold the switch 
translations and the service orders until 1 159 P.M. of the next business day after 
the port due date. Initial analysis of internal data from before and after the 
implementation indicates a 73% reduction in loss of dial tone and an 84% 
reduction in workbacks. 

Qwest did evaluate several vendor proposals outlining a system solution to time 
the switch disconnect with the port activation. Qwest believes that our current 
process and recent system mechanization has provided a reliable and stable 
platform for the completion of port orders. As a result of the analysis of the 
vendor proposals, and the service improvements from our own internal system 
changes; we will not be pursuing any additional system enhancements. No 
further action is planned. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Callan 
Group Product Manager 

12/07/01 Qwest Communications Inc. 1 



Wholesale Product Marketing 

November 7,2001 

Kathy Stichter 
ILEC Relations Manager 
Eschelon Telecom. Inc 

CC: Matthew Rossi 

RE: 

This letter is in response to your CLEC Change Request Form #5579345 dated June 6, 
2001. It includes the updates that were agreed to in a joint meeting held with Qwest and 
Eschelon on September 10, 2001. 

Qwest is providing procedures detailed in this letter to address multiple circuits on a 
single trouble ticket. Credit for circuit outages are also addressed. 

CR #5579345 - Repair process for multiple lines on single report 

Change Request: “Repair process for multiple lines on single report Develop a 
consistent repair process for receiving information about multiple lines for a single 
customer on a single report, without the use of facsimiles. In some instances, when 
Eschelon calls Qwest about a repair issue for a multiple-line account, Qwest will 
require Eschelon to call regarding the main line and then send information regarding 
the subsequent lines by facsimile. This is time consuming and inefficient for both 
parties. In other cases, the Qwest representative will take the information over the 
telephone for all of the lines. The latter approach is more efficient. In any case, a 
consistent approach is needed so that Eschelon may adequately train its employees 
in the proper procedure.” 

Qwest Response: 

Qwest has developed a process for handling multiple ticket requests which will provide 
an option to the CLECs to either fax multiple requests or remain on line with the Repair 
Employee while the tickets are submitted. 



Related ’Trouble” 

For Wholesale, Non-Design and Design Services, including Unbundled Loops, 
multiple trouble reports will be accepted on a single repair ticket if all three (3) of the 
following criteria are met: 

- Same, exact trouble on each line, Le. static on TN 333-333-3333, 333-333-3334 and 
333-333-3335. 
- Same end user location 
- Same customer name for end user 

There is a restriction on Design Services, including Unbundled Loops; trouble reports 
of five (5) cases of trouble per single repair ticket. No restrictions exist for Non-Design 
Services. 

Unrelated ‘Trouble” 

If the CLEC answers “no” to any of these three questions, then individual trouble reports 
must be submitted. 

One trouble ticket will be issued for each separate case of trouble. Qwest will offer the 
option to the CLEC to input one case of trouble and fax the additional cases of trouble to 
Qwest. The ticket number from the first case of trouble must be on the fax to be used as 
a cross-reference on all other cases of trouble. If the CLEC chooses not to fax additional 
cases of trouble, t he  CLEC may remain on the line with the Repair Employee to submit 
all trouble tickets. 

The CLEC is responsible to isolate trouble to a specific line when multiple lines 
exist for a customer at one location. If the CLEC requests, Qwest will perform the 
trouble isolation and appropriate charges will apply. 

Credits for Circuit Outaaes 

Qwest currently uses the WFA (Work Force Administrator) system for all trouble 
reporting. It was designed to only handle a single circuit per trouble report. 
Consequently, credits for circuit outages are limited to a single circuit per trouble report. 
The CLEC may request individual tickets to ensure credit, as appropriate, for each 
affected circuit. 

Qwest is willing to assist Eschelon or any other CLEC in the preparation of a system 
Change Request that would investigate options to modify WFA to correct current 
deficiencies in the system for providing credits for more than one circuit. 



Sincerely, 

Cheryl McMahon 
Senior Process Analyst 





Exhibit 1-1 

From: Powers, F. Lynne [flpowers@eschelon.com] 
sent: 
To: 'Judith Schultz' 
cc: 

Wednesday, December 05,2001 2:35 PM 

'Ford, Laura'; 'Jim Maher'; 'mzulevic@covad.com'; Bahner,Teresa L (Terry) - NCAM; 'Liz 
Balvin'; 'Tom Dixon'; 'Megan Doberneck'; 'Evans, Sandy'; 'Gindlesberger, Larry'; 'Hines, 
LeiLani'; 'Lee, Judy'; 'Littler, Bill'; 'Lees, Marcia'; Menezes,Mitchell H - LGA Osborne- 
Miller,Donna - NCAM; 'Quintana, Becky'; 'Rossi, Matt': Stichter, Kathleen L.; 'Thiessen, Jim'; 
'Travis, Susan'; Van MeterSharon K - NCAM; 'Wicks, Terry'; 'Woodcock, Beth'; 'Yeung, Shun 
(Sam)'; 'Mark Routh'; Clauson, Karen L. 
Escalation regarding Qwest's additional testing CR, #PCiOOlOl-5 Subject: 

?scalationTesting.doc 
Escheion, Covad. and Allegiance initiate an escalation with 

respect 
to Qwest's additional testing CR, #PC100101-5. The completed escalation 
form is enclosed in Word format. (The web-based format didn't work well for 
t h i s  joint escalation.) 

the re-design participants as well, for their information. 

Lynne Powers 
Executive Vice President 
Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
612-436-6642  
flpowers@escheion.com 

Terry wicks 
LEC Account Manager 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc 
469-259-4438 
terry.wicks8algx.com 

Michael Zulevic 
Director-Technical/Regulatory Support 
Covad Network Planning and Capacity Mgmt. 
520-575-2776  
mzulevic@Covad.COM 

Because this issue has been discussed in re-design, we are copying 

> <<escalationTesting.doc>> 
> 

mailto:flpowers@escheion.com
http://terry.wicks8algx.com
mailto:mzulevic@Covad.COM


CMP Escalations and Dispute Submittal Form 
Items marked by a red asterisk (*) are required. 

* CLEC Company Name: 

This escalation is submitted jointly by: 

Eschelon Telecom, Inc. 
Covad Communications 
Allegiance Telecom Inc. 

Referred to jointly as “CLECs.” 

* Action Type: - select an action type - 

Escalation 

Entering a change request number is optional, but you are required to select a 
status (select ”no change request number” if yon cboase not to enter a number). 
Change Request Number: 

CR #PC100101-5 

Change Request Status: 
- select one - no change request number Submitted ClanficationlEvaluation 

Presented Implementation CLEC Test Completed 

CLECs believe that the appropriate status is “Denied” by CLECs. Qwest has listed the 
status as “Development.” 

NOTE: (Status choices on web need to be revised to include “denied” and 
“development.”) 

* Description: 

Qwest provided this description of the CR: “Currently, CLECs’ are responsible for 
testing UNE’s prior to submitting a trouble report to Qwest. CLECs’ are to provide 
test diagnostics including specific evidence that the trouble is in the Qwest Network 
along with the associated Qwest circuit identification number. If the CLEC elects not 
to perform the necessary UNE testing, Qwest will offer to do such testing on CLECs’ 
behalf. If such testing is requested by the CLEC, Qwest will perform the additional 
testing and bill the CLEC the appropriate charges that are in their Interconnection 
agreement. 
If the CLEC does not provide test diagnostics and elccts not to have Qwest perform 
additional testing on their behalf, Qwest will not accept a trouble report. Additional 

/ 



Charges may apply when the testing determines the trouble is beyond the Loop 
Demarcation Point This additional testing option is available on the Unbundled Loop 
Product Suite, Unbundled Dedicated Transport (UDIT), Enhanced Extended Loop 
(EEL) and Loop Mux." 

'g History of Item: 

Qwest provides the following status history in its Interactive Report (see 
http://www.qwest.codwholesale/downloads/2OOl/O I 1203/CLEC-CMP_FYoductProcess 
- Interacti ve-Report PDF): 

"I O/Ol/OI - CR received by Deb Smith of Qwest 
10/01/01 - CR status changed to Submitted 
10/01/01 - Updated CR sent to Deb Smith 
10/17/01 - CMP Meeting: Qwest presented "Description of Change'' and agreed to 
provide detailed package for CLEC review. 
Walk through meeting to be scheduled by Qwest in the late Octoberlearly November 
2001 time frame. 
10/31/01 - CR presented to the participating CLECs at the Redesign Session. CLECs to 
provide comments. 
11/08/01 - Qwest Notification (Document No. PROD.11.08.R.00197.Mtce&Repair 
Language; Subject: Update to Product 
Information on Maintenance and Repair Language within EEL, UDIT. LMC and 
Unbundled Loop General) transmitted to CLEC" 

Eschelon provided Qwest with the following summary on 12/3/01: 

. . . . We have objected to this CR on several occasions. Other CLECs have 'I 

objected as well. Terry Wicks of Allegiance has said that, at a minimum, there are too 
many unanswered questions at this time to implement it. There is no acceptance or 
consensus from CLECs. (Eschelon does not believe that rates can be established through 
a CR.) Yet, Qwest has said that it would implement the CR on December 1st. While we 
can continue to deal with the process issues raised by this approach in Re-Design, today 
is December 3rd, so we need to know ASAP that this particular CR has not been 
implemented (or, if implemented, in which states). Qwest does not have the authority to 
implement the rates in this CR in all states and circumstances described or to refuse 
trouble tickets, at least as to Eschelon (and others that have opted in to the same 
AT&T/WCOM contracts). Because it appears that Qwest plans to show the charges on 
the bill as "miscellaneous" charges, the charges will be difficult, if not impossible, to 
identify. We need to ensure that no unauthorized charges are placed on our bill. Please 
let us know what activities were taken pursuant to this CR and what steps have been 
taken to ensure that unauthorized charges will not appear on our bill. 

As we discussed, Qwest did not provide citations to any interconnection 
agreements in its CR. Terry Wicks said at last week's re-design meeting that, when 
Qwest presented its CR at the CMP meeting, he asked whether Qwest had reviewed all 
contracts to be sure that all interconnection agreements required the process and rates in 

http://www.qwest.codwholesale/downloads/2OOl/O


the CR. Terry said that Qwest said it had done so. Eschelon asked Qwest to provide the 
citations to all of its contracts upon which Qwest relied for its CR. At a later meeting, 
Qwest agreed to do so. Qwest was later able to provide citations to interconnection 
agreements for only 3 of the 6 states in which Eschelon has switches (see email, copied at 
end of this email, from Dennis Pappas of Qwest). The rates cited are from the collocation 
scctions of the rate attachments, and it is at least unclear that these rates were intended to 
apply to this situation. Moreover, the cited interconnection agreement language refers to 
a trouble isolation charge. It appears that Qwest plans to charge a testing charge, in 
addition to a trouble isolation charge, in some circumstances. For a fourth contract 
(Colorado), Qwest provided a citation to language but said "the rates were not noted in 
your ICA." (See email copied below.) Qwest provided no language or rates foi-MN or 
OR. Although the CR specifically states that Qwest will "bill the CLEC the appropriate 
charges that arc in their Interconnection agreement," Qwest said on telephone and 
conference calls that it plans to charge CLECs retail or SGAT rates when a rate is not in 
the interconnection agreement. (Qwest's rates and basis for charging rates should be 
formally documented and not gathered from telephone conversations.) Qwest has 
provided no basis for charging Eschelon retail or SGAT rates, nor does Eschelon agree 
that those rates apply to Eschelon (which has not opted in to an SCAT). Moreover, 
Eschelon also provides testing in similar circumstances, and Qwest has not indicated that 
it intends to pay Eschelon for that testing. If Qwest can charge this rate, Eschelon should 
also be able to charge Qwest, particularly when Eschelon has to dispatch a technician to 
prove to Qwest that the trouble is in Qwest's network. Nonetheless, Dennis Pappas of 
Qwest has said that Qwest will not pay CLECs for providing the same services. Eschelon 
disagrees. 

As Eschelon has previously indicated to Qwest, for the three interconnection 
agreements for which Qwest provided citation to language and rates (AZ, UT, WA), 
Eschelon does not agree that the language necessarily applies in the way that Qwest plans 
to implement it. For example, none of the contract language states that Qwest may refuse 
to accept a trouble ticket without test results, but Qwest's CR says that it will do so (and, 
in fact, Qwesr has alreddy started doing so, according to participants at the re-design 
meeting). The number of questions that CLECs have raised in meetings and conference 
calls is a reasonable indication that the documentation provided by Qwest to date is 
inadequate. Also. if Qwest is applying the testing process and charges consistently with 
interconnection agreements (and only when authorized by interconnection agreements, it 
is unclear why a CR was necessary. What is the "change" that Qwest is requesting? 

also not consistent with the SGAT language on this issue. I am not familiar with that 
issue, so I suggested to you on a break that you should follow up with him on that. 
Eschelon has not opted in to the SGAT. 

plans to continue doing so, its greatest objections to this CR are the rates, the manner in 
which Qwest plans to show the information on the bill (which is not specific enough for 
verification of charges), and the way this CWprocess has been handled. Eschelon does 
not want it to set a precedent suggesting that this is acceptable going forward. 

agreement language cited by Qwest specifically requires the parties to work 

At last week's re-design meeting, Michael Zulevic of Covad said that the CR is 

As we have discussed with Qwest, Eschelon already performs testing. While it 

Many issues remain disputed, unanswered, or unclear. The interconnection 



"cooperatively." As we discussed at the re-design meeting, the process used for 
collocation decommissioning has aspects that could be used as a model h the future for 
cooperatively reaching agreement. In the meantime, however, Eschelon's immediate 
concern is ensuring that this CR is not implemented inappropriately. Please let me h o w  
what Qwest has in place today and, if this CR has not been suspended, whether it will be. 

EMAIL FROM DENNIS PAPPAS OF QWEST: 

[NOTE: Dennis called Garth Morrisette of Eschelon to indicate that the "critical 
sentence," referred to below, was that Qwest is relying upon tariffs for the rates riot  
found iiz the contracts. On separate calls, Qwest has said that, if there is  no rate in the 
iizterconnection agreement, Qwest will charge the SGAT rate. Eschelon has not opred in 
to the SGAT. 

With respect to the citations to language below (except rates), the cites below are 
from Attachment 5 to the interconnection agreements. '7 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dennis Pappas 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14,2001 3:55 PM 
To: Momisette, Garth M. 
Subject: Re: Optional Testing Response 

Call me at your convience, there is a critical sentence that I left out that I need to clarify. 
Thanks! 

"Morrisette, Garth M." wrote: 

Thanks Dennis - I11 review this and call you or our account team if I have questions. 

Garth. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dennis Pappas 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14,2001 2:19 PM 
To: gmmorrisette 
Subject: Optional Testing Response 

Good afternoon Garth 

Just a recap for you. The language mentioned during our meeting was in AZ, UT and 
WA. In all three agreements, 3.2.17 spoke to responsibility for trouble resolution and 
6.2.20.1.1 speaks to the billing of charges depending on where the trouble was isolated. 

In CO, the language is in sections 5.1.17, 5.1.25 and 5.2.20 



The rates associated with these sections in A 2  is in schedule 1 - attachment I under 
Common elements. Maintenance 1/2 hour increments - Regular is $22.20 for each 1/2 
hour and Overtime is $31.57 for each % hour. 

Rates in the UT and WA agreement are noted as “Maintenance Labor” and are - Basic 
$26.97 /Overtime $35.87 in UT and Basic $25.36 I Overtime $33.73 in WA. 

Language existed in CO but the rates were not noted in your ICA. In this instance, we 
referenced the Tariff to get rates for Basic, Overtime and Premium “Additional Labor 
other” of $28.91, $38.61 and $48.33 respectively. 

Call me with any questions or contact your Accouiit Team representative for additional 
details. Thank You 

Dennis Pappas - Product Manager” 

Allegiance provided the following information on 12/3/01: 

“Allegiance Telecom has strong concerns regarding Qwest’s implementation of the 
Additional Testing CR and insists that Qwest suspend implementation of Additional 
Testing charges until Qwest demonsmates the needs for such charges and terms, rates, 
and conditions for Additional Testing are mutually agreed to by both parties. As Terry 
Wicks has been stating in the CMP meetings, Allegiance is concerned about numerous 
unanswered questions concerning the Additional Testing CR, including the rates that 
Qwest is proposing to charge and the manner in which those rates would be included on 
an invoice. Since Qwest has not adequately responded to Allegiance’s and other CLEC’s 
repeated requests for clarification of this process, Allegiance requests that this CR be 
immediately suspended and that Qwest clarify the terms, rates and conditions it is 
proposing for such testing. 

It is Allegiance’s position that rates must be contained in an effective tariff or an 
interconnection agreement. Thus, until such time as Qwest has clearly articulated the 
terms, rates and conditions for Additional Testing and our companies have concluded 
an amendment or Qwest has an effective tariff, Allegiance can not be held liable for any 
charges for Additional Testing.” 

Covad provided the following information to Qwest on 12/4/01: 

“I could not agree more strongly with Karen on the issue of additional testing. As I 
stated at last week‘s meetings, not only does Covad find the proposal made by Dennis 
Pappas and Bill Campbell unacceptable, but it is also inconsistent with the language 
negotiated during the SGAT 271 workshops. This is exactly the kind of unilateral 
action historically taken by Qwest that has led to the need to redesign the Change 
Management Process. It was my understanding that the proposal was being tabled 
and re-thought and that Qwest would seek agreement with CLECs through the 



Change Management Process prior to implementation. I sincerely hope this is still 
Qwest’s plan.” 

* Reason for Escalation I Dispute: 

Qwest has denied the request of CLECs to suspend the CR at least while clarifying the 
unanswered questions and attempting to gain consensus when possible. Implementation 
of the CR violates interconnection agreements with CLECs. Many questions remain 
unanswered. Escalation is urgent, because Qwest has already implemented the CR over 
CLECs’ objections. With so many unanswered questions, CLECs cannot even determine 
exactly what has been implemented and whether their individual interconnection 
agreements are being handled differently. Also, because of the manner in which Qwest is 
handling the billing of the charges per this CR, bill verification is difficult if not 
impossible. 

CLECs believe that Qwest should be the party responsible for initiating an escalation in 
this case, because Qwest did not clarify the process and was unable to gain CLEC 
consensus or approval before implementing its CR. Because Qwest has not initiated the 
escalation, however, CLECs initiate this escalation. 

* Business Need and Impact: 

For all of the reasons stated above and in meetings and conference calls on this issue, the 
business neeuimpact associated with this CR Is substantial. This is particularly true 
because of the potential precedent set by this CR for the handling of future CRs and 
implementation of rates. 

* Desired CLEC Resolution: 

Suspend implementation of Qwest-initiated CR #PC100101-5 (process and rates). 

Review any steps that Qwest has taken to make system changes, train people, or 
otherwise implement this CR universally at Qwest to ensure compliance with particular 
interconnection agreements (e.g., interconnection agreements with Eschelon, Covad, and 
Allegiance in each state). This includes re-training, etc., as to the differences among 
various interconnection agreements, as well as difference from the SGAT. (Eschelon, 
Covad, and Allegiance each has an interconnection agreement with Qwest, and none of 
these CLECs has opted into the SGAT.) 

Provide documentation showing that Qwest has trained its personnel and taken other 
steps to ensure compliance with individual interconnection agreements, including 
differences in those agreements 

Begin a collaborative effort (similar to that used for collocation decommissioning) to 
develop an improved process and, when possible, gain consensus before implementation. 

compared with the SGAT. 



Ensure that part of the process is to provide accurate bills that reflect interconnection 
agreement rates and provide sufficient information for bill verification. If no consensus 
can be reached, Qwest should then be responsible for escalation before implementation. 

Ensure reciprocity so that CLECs may recover their costs in the same circumstances i n  
which Qwest is allowed to recover its costs for such testing. 

CLEC Contact Information 

Alleeiance: 
Terry Wicks 
LEC Account Manager 
Allegiance Telecom, Inc 

terry .wicks @ algx .corn 

Covad: 
Michael Zulevic 
Director-TechnicallRegulatory Support 
Covad Network Planning and Capacity Mgmt. 

mzulevic@Covad.COM 

469-259-4438 

520-575-2776 

Eschelon: 
Lynne Powers 
Executive Vice President 
Eschelon Telecom, h c .  

flpowers@eschelon.com 
612-436-6642 

mailto:mzulevic@Covad.COM
mailto:flpowers@eschelon.com
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I. I Neidv Deploved Chuiz,pes 

-+into prodiiction Owcst i ~ i l l  host a conference call w?th ihe CLECs io revieii? (mv 
identified prohlenzs and unsivei- any questions pertuirzirz y to the izewly deploved sofn i~ i re .  

Severity I icriticril-i,rorlrictioii stopped) tmd Severity 2 (production c i i -  / I ! r ~ < : / ~ ) i f i d ~ r ~  
derruded- correctioris i_r r&lewswill be iniplemeizteri imniecliatelv h,; nzcuirs 
o f  an emer,cericy releme o f  proce~s,~. sofmare or docurnentation and CLECs i i o i i / ; d  

uccorrlinK to the I 7  CVholr.sule Sxstems Help Desk procedures (refer to CMI’ n ~ 4  ,sire J. 
Severity 3 (limited ir.r.e, lmt workaround in place)  und Severih. 4 (low or no impcictt.s t o  

C L E O )  tvpes,  will not he fi.wd immediatelv but will folloivinn the CR process under t1ti.r 

1.2 Rewest for ( i  Prodnctiori Suixwrt Chunye 
For &veri/\: 3 ( r ig /  ~.Sm:?ri/\: $ pindutrtion s u p r J o r l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l . . c . . ~ ~ ~ i t h e r  Qwest or (rlkl-CLEC 
may initiate the change request to correct the! .Se:i?iri/r; 3 orJrvcriN 4 pr(ib/c~r!... iL!cg 
Sectirtrr X fi.w C‘K Irii!&Jt!:~) Typically, this type of change reflects instances where ng 
-implementrrtion is ,/irulty or inaccurate such as to cause correctly or properly 
formatted data to he rqjected. Instances where Qwest or CLECs misinterpret--iizrert[ice 
specifications and/or husiness niles must be addressed on a case-by-case hnsis. All 
parties will take all reasonuhle steps to ensure that any disagreements regarding the 
iiiterpretution uf a new or modified k i w + + p v ~ O S . S  Iirtrrfirce are identified crnd 
resolved during the c.liungr mcinagement review of the change request. 
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Exhibit K 

Future CMP Redesign Working Session Action Item Discussions - Revised 11-29-01 

Outstanding Items for Master Redlined Framework Language 
Introduction and Scope 

o Good Faith (#91) 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
Administration 

o 
o 

Timelines under the CMP are ‘defaults’ (#153) 

Proprietary CR and ComtnentsKoncerns (#88, 89) 
Criteria for a Deny CR (#118) 
Criteria used to determine ‘level of effort’ (#146) 
Qwest-initiated OSS Interface CRs (#148) 
CRs that impact both an OSS Interface and Process (#163) 
Review and close on CLEC Comments in the Master Redline framework 

Changes to An Existing OSS Interface Elements 
“Draft” industry guideline changes (#94) 
CR Initiation Process takes place before Changes to An Existing (#142) 
Maximum of 4 major releases per calendar year per OSS (#138, 139) 
What is included in Technical Specifications (#141) 
Review and close on CLEC Comments in the Master Redline framework 

Review and close on CLEC Comments in the Master Redline framework 
Close on timeline Note language (#140) 

Review and close on CLEC Comments in the Master Redline framework 

Re-visit the CMP Web Site (#13<i) 
Timefranie and method that Qwest provides a notice on a CR response and post 
on web site (#130, 145,156) 

Roles of representatives (#107, 172) 

OSS Interface CR Initiation Process 

Introduction of A New OSS Interrace 

Retirement of Existing OSS Interfaces 

Managing the CMP 

Prioritization Process (Regulatory and Industry Guideline Changes) 

o Will a new OSS CR go through prioritization? (#149) 
o Is prioritization on a per OSS basis? (#150) 
o Qwest position on prioritizing Regulatory changes (#167, 181) 
o Qwest position on prioritizing Industry Guideline changes (#168) 
o Can a CLEC prioritizehnk OSS interface CR candidates, even if the CLEC is not using 

the interface? (COIL-WCom) 
o Attach the latest ranking form, sample of candidate list, and tabulation form (#174) 
Revisit Types of Changes (Regulatory and Industry Guidelines #169) 
Status: Process to manage changes to performance reporting, calculations, etc. (#158, 170) 
Revisit Qwest-initiated Product/Process CR Process (#180) 
Define What Is CLEC-impactinghot CLEC-impacting (#I 10, 137, 179) 
Review Quick Hit Redesign Improvements (#177, 178) 

o 
Terms (#51,106, 133, 162, 182) 

Prioritization Process (action items) 

Page 1 o f 2  



Exhibit K 

Future CMP Redesign Working Session Action Item Discussions - Revised 11-29-01 

Define level of parlicipation (CMP Redesign Core Team Expectations, #151) 
Revise the CMP Re-design “Procedures for Voting and Impasse Resolution Process” to allow 
provisions to invoke a vote at the current meeting, not wait nntil the next session 
Review and clarify ATT Issues (Mitch) 
Review and clarify WCom Issues (Susan/Leilani) 
Review Issues and Action Items Log (#184)-if time permits, otherwise review tomorrow 

Rcvicw Document Historical Change Log and determine implementation date (Action Items) 
Criteria for CR Denial 
Lanaguage- Address nonsoding changes that may affect CLEC operations or processes 
Retail-Wholesale Parity 

o Can we archive CLOSED issues and action items? 

Page 2 of 2 





Exhihit I, 
Provided by Mitchell Menezes 

11/13/01 
AT&T notes for November 13, 2001 Redesign Meeting. Items AT&T would like to 
clarify or raise for discussion in CMP Redesign. 

A. Points to Clarify: 

1 .  At redesign meetings, CLECs and Qwest identify items that need to be addressed 
at a later time and Judy Lee puts them on the board (paper or whiteboard). We 
assume that they all make it to the issues/action items log. Do they? 

Would it be helpful for the note taker to transcribe all items put on the board as 
part of the minutes so that each item is capturcd there? 

Another concern is whether the issues/action items log adequately captures the 
issues. Are they described with sufficient detail to include the context of the 
discussion where the issue arose so that the group knows later what the concerns 
were? 

As part of this, we should walk through the existing CMP documentation, the 
OBF document, the tables of contents, the 18 point issues list from the 271 
workshops, CLEC comments provided at the beginning of the redesign process or 
along the way, etc. 

When Qwest adds language to the Master Redline and we preliminarily conclude 
discussions on a topic, is it Qwest’s intent that Qwest will then implement the 
revised piece of the process? How is approval obtained? What is done to notify, 
and gain acceptance from, the larger CMP CLEC body? 

2. 

B. 

3 .  

Items to Add to the Issues List (or use to clarify existing issues): 

Regulatory CRs (IMA 10.0). Regulatory CRs still need to be discussed. A 
meeting is scheduled for 11/19/01 to discuss the 6 regulatory CRs Qwest 
identified as coming out of  the CPAP proceeding. At this point, the requirements 
for IMA 10.0 were prioritized on 11/7/01. Packaging is schcduled for the January 
CMP meeting. l f  we agree that the CRs are not regulatory what happens after 
11/19/01 with those CRs? Concern: the longer i t  takes to resolve the issue, the 
more likely it appears that Qwest will include these changes without CLEC 
concurrence. 

Related: 
a. 
specific information in the CR identifying what makes the CR a regulatory change 
or industry guideline change. Such information must include specific references 
to regulatory or court orders, legislation, industry guidelines as well as dates, 
docket or case number, page numbers and the mandatory implementation date, if 
any. 

For regulatory or industry change CRs, originator of CR must provide 

S:\271\Statcs\Arirona\AT&TS Comments on the CMP Report (12.7.01)\Exhibit Ldoc 
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Provided by Mitchell Menezes 

11/13/01 

b. 
guideline change. With the information in a., CLECs will be informed to have 
this debate. 

Need a process to debate whether a change fits as a regulatory or industry 

4. The aggregate time it will take for a systems CR to run through the process (we 
commented on this in the 11/7 e-mail regarding the redesign documents that were 
discussed at the 10/30-11/1 redesign meeting). 

Note: with a recent CR Sharon submitted, she was not contacted until the 7th 
business day (after submitting the CR) by Qwest to schedule the clarification call. 
We should indicate that the contact for this has to be made earlier, because the 
goal i s  to have the call within 8 business days, if the CLEC is available. 

Need to discuss acceptance/denial (Issue log #I  18) and & (issue log 146) of 
CRs. The following i s  from the CLEC-Qwest OSS Interface Change Request 
Initiation Process - Revised 11-01-01. What make this level of effort 
“preliminary”? This appears to all be within Qwest’s discretion. How accurate 
can Qwest be at this point? Shouldn’t there be a readout on level of effort (in 
writing or at CMP meeting) to describe Qwest’s analysis on level of effort?: 

Qwest will review the CKs received prior to the cut @date and evaluate whether 
Qwest can implement them. Qwesl‘s responses will be one of thefollowing: 

“Accepted” @west will implement the CLEC request) with position stated.lf 
the CK is accepted, Qwtst will provide the following in its  response: 

determination and presentation ofoptions of how the CR can be 
implemented 
idenkfication ofthe preliminary level ofeflort (s, m, 1. xl) required to 
implement the CK. 

5 .  

small - requires changes to only one subsystem o f a  single system 
medium - requires changes to 2 or more subsystems of a single system 
large ~ requires changes to 2 or more systems or complex changes in 
multiple subsystems of a single system 
extra large - requires extensiue redesign of at least one system 

”Denied” @west will not implement the CLEC request) with basislor the 
denial, including reference to substantiating material. 

6. Define in the Master Redline what it means to “walk an item on” at a CMP 
meeting. Does this replace clarification? Are there criteria for a walk-on (any 
kind of advance notice needed? Any demonstrated urgency required? does it in 
effect create an exception for the CR that i s  walked on?)? How is the timeline 
different for a walked-on item versus those submitted 3 weeks ahead of the 
meeting? Should this simply be treated as an exception? 

Exception Process. We need a fuller discussion and documentation of this 
process. What makes an item qualify as an exception? Should an exception first 

7. 
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need to be “accepted” as an exception from the CMP group’? If so, by what 
process? 

We need a discussion about when an issue is appropriate for CMP and when the 
CLEC’s Qwest account team is to handle an issue. We have had instances where 
we take an issue to the account team. The account team tells us to go to CMP 
when we don’t think it is a CMP matter. How are account teams informed of the 
distinctions between their functions and the functions of CMP? 

Quick process when things go wrong: 

a. Qwest makes an intcmal change in process that impacts CLECs and the 
change has not gone through the CR process. Wc need to discuss a process for 
addressing these things. There should be a way for a CLEC to identify the 
problem and get a quick response from Qwest that withdraws the process change 
and makes i t  go through the CR process before Qwest can implement. 

b. CLEC observes a problem on the Qwest side when CLEC submits LSRs. 
For example, we submit a number of LSRs with a Saturday due date. For a large 
group of these orders, we get a FOC for the following Monday rather than the 
date requested (this is where the due date CLEC requested does fit the interval for 
the service ordered). On our side, we see this large group and believe there is a 
systems or process problem on the Qwest side and want to identify the problem to 
Qwest as a group for resolution. Currently, Qwest will only work them one at a 
time. This is inefficient and provides poor customer service to CLEC and 
ultimately the end user. Perhaps this could be handled in a “production support” 
process linked to CMP for product/process (parallels to the systems side). 

CLEC-impacting changes (Issues log #I 10). This needs to be put back on track. 
Terry Bahner sent an e-mail to Qwest on Monday (11/12/01) to lay out the history 
(initial meeting, supposed to have minutes, supposed to get back together - 
didn’t), to request the Susie Bliss take the lead in bringing the subgroup together, 
have Qwest identify the other categories it identified, have the subgroup walk 
through with Qwest the same steps Qwest went through to identify other 
categories of CLEC impact to beef up the list. At the end come back to the 
redesign group with a full discussion (go through examples at redesign). 

SCR092601 proposed by Qwest [cannot find on the web] [Terry B. did a CR - 
5582295 on this same topic, but earlier] 
Description: Allow a jeopardy notification after a FOC instead of a non-fatal 
error after a FOC. 
SRN092601: In Qwest’s response to its own CR, Qwest proposes a change to 
existing PIDs for PO-8 and PO-9. 
At the last redesign (10/30-1 U I ) ,  Qwest stated clearly that it does not want 
change management of PIDs dealt with in CMP. However, with this CR, Qwest 
proposes a change to PIDs. Are PIDs in CMP or not? We need to discuss further. 
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Other issues associated with this CR: 
a. Qwest initiated its CR after AT&T initiated its similar CR. Qwest held a 
side call in late August to seek concurrence on its CR and could not speak to the 
AT&T CR at that time. It appears that Qwest’s CR leap-frogged AT&T’s. Why? 

b. At the October CMP Product meeting, AT&T’s CR was discussed and 
was basically turned down. The next day, at the CMP Systems meeting, Qwest 
presented its CR and thcre agreed to do what Qwest wanted, but needed to be 
pressed by CLECs to do what AT&T has sought in the first place. 

Related issue: 
On November 12,2001, AT&T received from Qwest final CR responses. One 
AT&T CR had to do with disconnecting the customer (being ported to CLEC) 
from the Qwest switch after received a message from NPAC. Qwest denied the 
CR citing a PD.  If Qwest is going to deny CRs due to PTDs, we need to deal 
with PIDs in CMP too. 

Is Qwest going to file a status report with the state commissions in November? 

Has there been a discussion yet of what happens at the end of redesign? Do we 
all review the Master Redline and provide comments and get to where we say it is 
done (is this a vote)? Is there a process to send the whole thing to the entire CMP 
body? Once it goes to the CMP body, will there be a walk through of the 
document with time for questiondcomments? Is there a vote at the CMP body? 

Clarify in the Master Redline that CRs precede changes to an interface, 
introduction of a new interface (and retirement?). 

We need to talk about addenda to release software and documentation. How is it 
done? How is it communicated? How is it documented? Are CLECs ever 
consulted? 

Revisit Qwest initiated ProducVProcess change process. There is an issue around 
its use after redesign is complete. There are issues around what is “CLEC- 
affecting”. Do CLECs get to vote on “CLEC-impacting” changes? 

Qwest-initiated CRs. It would be good to discuss what this means. Is it exactly 
the same as CLECs’. Do CLECs have the ability to deny or vote down a Qwest 
CR? 

Implementation of interim processes. Qwest should come back to the Core Team 
at redesign meetings with questionskoncems about implementing what is agreed 
to in redesign. This will insure that the implementation meets both groups’ 
expectations, resolve ambiguities and enable (and may drive) clarification of the 
redesigned process in the Master Redline [this should be a standing agenda item]. 
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Subject: 

Issues 
WorldCom (Liz Balvin) Comments on CMP - Checklist to address OSS Interface 

Date: 

From: 

To: 

Tue, 13 Nov 2001 09:34:SO -0700 

Tom Dixon <Thomas.F.Dixon@wcom.com> 

"Mark Routh"' <mrouth @qwest.com> 

1) Have all OBF 2233 issues been reviewed and discussed by CMP Redesign Team: 
ISSUE, we want to make sure Qwest CMP meets industry guidelines. 

2) Has there been a comparison of the OBF issues against Qwest previous CICMP 
documented procedures (271 proceedings exhibits G/H). ISSUE, Qwest CMP must be 
established collaboratively, if we only address OBF guideline issues, what happens to the 
procedures Qwest employed prior to the redesign forum? Thus, all aspects of CMP must 
be evaluated by the CMP Redesign Team such that all Parties believe ALL processes 
have been collaboratively developed. 

3) We need from Qwest timelines for when all System Interim Processes established by 
the Redesign Team can be implemented. Upon implementation, CLECs can evaluate to 
determine if processes are working as expected. 

4) When all outstanding issues have been addressed by the Redesign Team, a final draft 
CMF' document must be distributed for review and final buy-in by the Redesign Team. 

S) Once the CMP Redesign Team has finalized a Systems CMP, Qwest must present to 
the CLEC community at large for review and buy-in. Then there is the issue of how to 
proceed with Product & Process Redesign sessions. Although no Industry Guidelines for 
Product & Process procedures, CLECs cmphasized the need to have input to such 
processes because of the impact to our business. Regulators have recognized this and so 
we must be diligent in developing processes that will address our concerns. Again, we 
need to have the process established collaboratively and in the end, a document such as 
the Systems CMP needs to be developed in which all Parties agree on. 

Thomas F. Dixon 
Attorney 
707-17th Street, #3900 
Denver. Colorado 80202 
303-390-6206 
303-390-6333 (fax) 
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1875 Lawrence Street 
Denver, CO 80202 

To: 

From: Donna Osborne-Miller 

Date: July 6,2001 

Re: 

Matt Rossi and Mark Kouth 

AT&T’s Comments relative to a Revised CICMP Process 

AT&T CICMP members have reviewed Attachment J of the CICMP distribution package 
from our meeting last month. It is our desire that this effort will be a collective one 
that is communicative and collaborative among all participants. We believe an 
important driver to be OBF 2233. It is a critical piece in laying the groundwork for a 
change management process. 

Lynne Powers has captured, in her memo to you on July 5th, the concerns of the Co- 
Provider community. Though there will be a number of issues and concerns that arise 
through our work toward change in our process as it is today, there is another item that 
AT&T would like to appropriately address that we did not see in Eschelon’s memo; that 
is a need for a dispute resolution process, to be conducted by an independent third 
party. 

We look forward to this opportunity to work with Qwest and the Co-Provider community 
to create a process that is truly collaborative, that takes the interests of the CLEC 
community into account, and that provides CLEC’s with a meaningful role in the 
important systems and processes that fall under CICMP. 
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To: CICMP Redesign Team 

From: AT&T Redesign Members 

Date: August 13,2001 

Re: Comments Concerning the August 7‘h and August gth Meetings 

AT&T submits this memo regarding our major concerns arising from last 
week’s CICMP redesign meetings. There are essentially five areas of 
concern that we would like to discuss at our next meeting; they include: (i) 
clarifying and documenting voting requirements; (ii) defining the scope of 
the change management process for OSS and product or policy changes; (iii) 
clarifying KPMG’s role in the redesign process as well as meetings; (iv) 
discussing Category 3 Exception changes; and (v) using CICMP as a 
mechanism for Qwest to demand amendments to interconnection 
agreements. What follows is a synopsis of our questions in regard to each 
of these five topics. 

1) VOTING - What are the precise rules for voting? If there are voting 
rules, where are they documented, and shouldn’t Qwest distribute 
these documents to the group? We have not discussed, in any of our 
meetings, what happens when there is a dead-lock in the vote as 
between the combined CLEC vote and the Qwest vote or for votes 
taken between the CLECs. What are the escalation procedures in the 
case of deadlocks? So that we can avoid any future uncertainty, 
AT&T requests that Qwest and the CICMP participants discuss these 
questions and create documentation that clearly describes voting 
rights and obligations along with the resolutions to these and any 
other questions that arise. 

II) SCOPE- We have not seen Qwest‘s proposal on the “scope” of this 
redesign effort. As we continue to meet, it becomes clear that the 
scope or a purpose statement is critical to the work in which we 
embarking. Without this, it does not appear that we have a clear 
sense of direction as we move forward in creating the change 
management process. 

Ill) KPMG - We would like clarification on KPMG’s role in the redesign 
meetings. We are unclear why KPMG is present. While we appreciate 
Sam’s assistance with the naming convention proposal in one of last 
week’s discussions, in fairness, KPMG’s role should be at most to 
observe, and primarily to evaluate Qwest‘s redesigned end-product 
as opposed to creating or influencing the end-result. 
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IV) CATEGORY 3 Exception Changes - Our notes reflect that Qwest 
would like to discuss category 3 out of order. This category deals 
with product, process and technical changes. We believe that it is 
inappropriate and premature to talk about exception changes at this 
point in our discussion. In particular, it is wholly inappropriate to 
take-up category 3 while skipping categories 1 and 2. 

Because Qwest chose to discuss the CICMP process in so far as it 
relates to OSS first, our efforts should concentrate on completing 
OSS first before we jump to other topics, and in no event should we 
skip around in another topic. 

V) AT&T notes that when Qwest submits a Release Notification, 
particularly in the context of product, process and technical changes, 
many such notifications appear to unilaterally demand that the 
CLECs must adopt such changes by a date certain regardless of what 
their respective interconnection agreements state. AT&T believes 
this approach is contrary to our contract rights, and we request that 
the ClCMP group discuss this process either now or in relation to 
future discussion regarding product, process and technical changes 
in the CICMP redesign process. 



~ 
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TO: Qwest CMP Re-design Team 

FROM: AT&T Redesign Members 

Date: September 14, 2001 

Re: 
Meetings 

Comments Concerning the September 5‘h and 6‘h Re-design 

Several items came up at last week‘s Change Management Process re-design 
meeting that concern the AT&T team. Generally, we find that Qwest has been 
changing the rules of the game as this re-design has proceeded and that this 
must stop in order for Qwest and the CLECs to make any meaningful progress, 
We have identified some specific examples below. 

1. 
Qwest agreed that we would work from the OBF 2233 document and reflect 
changes made and other agreements reached in that document. We clarified at 
the August 14, 2001 meeting that the comments made in the version we were 
working from should be transferred to version 1 of the OBF 2233 document and 
brought to last week‘s meeting. That work was not done by the time we got to 
the meeting last week. Qwest brought a new document entitled “CLEC-Qwest 
Change Management Process” with the latest draft date of August 31, 2001, 
which we had never seen. It was apparent that Qwest expected CLECs to work 
from this August 31, 2001 document, which was not complete and the source of 
which is not clear. Moreover, this document reflected seven “draft” dates from 
9/10/99 through 5/11/01. These are all dates that precede the CMP re-design 
and don’t mean anything to AT&T. 

AT&T’s expectations are that: (a) this process will drive the preparation of 
complete documentation that thoroughly describes how CICMP will work, (b) the 
parties will proceed section by section through the OBF document to the greatest 
extent possible and (c) Qwest will prepare this documentation and distribute 
updated redlined copies of such documentation in advance of every re-design 
meeting so that CLECs have the opportunity for review prior to the next re-design 
meeting. It is AT&T’s understanding that OBF 2233 v. 1 is the starting point for 
the preparation of the necessary documentation. 

2. 
person, whom we understand may be a Qwest witness in the 271 proceedings, 
attempted to “correct” everyone in attendance by stating that we are involved in 
an “augmentation” rather than a “re-design” of the change management process. 
This is curious since all of the minutes and other documentation generated by 
Qwest since this process began refers to “re-design.’’ That tells us that Qwest is 

Re-desiqn Documentation. From early in this process, the CLECs and 

Re-desiqn or Auqmentation? At the re-design meeting this week, a Qwest 
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confused; not the CLECs. What we call it is perhaps not as important as what 
we are doing. So, from AT&T’s perspective, we are in fact re-designing a 
process that is not collaborative, that takes too long, that is deficient, and that 
does not work well. This is consistent with the comments CLECs provided to 
Qwest in July. Qwest, by engaging in this process, clearly acknowledges this. 
Please let us stick with the task at hand and not confuse the issue with 
unnecessary changes in terminology. AT&T will continue to refer to this process, 
and treat it, as a re-design. We will encourage other CLECs to do the same. 

3. 
few CLECs (four, at most) to make a decision regarding an LNP issue in the 
Qwest product catalog. This was an issue that Qwest had not brought before the 
CLECs in the CMP via a change request, as is the current process. In addition, 
Qwest chose not to address this matter at a CMP meeting. Just the same, 
Qwest attempted to have the few CLECs who participated in this call vote, as if to 
make a binding decision for all CLECs regarding the PCAT changes. At that 
meeting, AT&T and Sprint clearly stated that they were not in a position to vote 
and expressed concern about the nature of the meeting. The fact is, Qwest went 
out of process to try to get a change to its PCAT approved by CLECs to serve a 
Qwest purpose. This has never been an option available for CLECs. When a 
CLEC wants to propose changes, it must submit a change request in the CMP. 
As Qwest knows, the same process requirement applies to Qwest. In response 
to Qwest’s desire to define possible exceptions to the strict requirement to submit 
a CR, the CLECs and Qwest discussed an interim process for emergency 
situations. While we do not agree that the situation that arose last week fits into 
this category, we recognize there may be times when an emergency process 
may be appropriate. 

4. m. At the very first meeting held on July 11, CLECs and Qwest 
agreed to the guiding principle: “One vote per Corporate Entity with majority 
rules.” This is reflected in the meeting minutes. On July 19, 2001, we conducted 
a vote regarding software vendors where each entity cast a single vote and the 
majority prevailed. Then at the August 7 meeting, July Lee wanted to “clarify” the 
voting. As far as the AT&T team was concerned, no clarification was needed. 
We understood just fine, until Ms. Lee ”clarified for everyone what Qwest meant: 
“One vote per corporate entity with majority rules in CLEC community and one 
vote for Qwest, making every effort to reach consensus.” As far as AT&T is 
concerned, that was not a clarification, it was an outright change in the process. 
Apparently, even Mark Routh was confused because our attorneys have pointed 
out to us that in a Colorado PUC hearing, held on August 23, 2001, Mr. Routh 
stated under oath that CLECs each get a vote and that Qwest gets a vote with 
the majority prevailing. When asked the following question: “So if there are eight 
CLECs and then Qwest, there are nine votes and majority rules?”; he stated, 
“That’s correct.” You will note that this was sixteen days after the CMP re-design 
meeting where Ms. Lee made the “clarification.” 

Followincl the Existinq Process. Last week, Qwest called a meeting of a 
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Based on the changes in position we have observed since July 11,2001, this 
team has to say that this process seems less collaborative as time goes on. 
We are losing confidence in Qwest's ability to meet it's commitments. 
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TO: Qwest CMP Re-design Team 

FROM: AT&T Redesign Members 

Date: October 10, 2001 

Re: 
Meetings 

Comments Concerning the October 2"d and 3'd CMP Re-design 

This memo is a follow-up to the CMP Re-design meeting last week. 

Qwest Documentation (Tech Pubs, PCAT and other Product 1. 
Documentation) 

a. Last week, we discussed an interim process for changes to Qwest 
documentation. We look forward to the commencement of this process, 
however, cannot recall whether Qwest stated during the meeting when the 
process would start. Would Qwest please provide by the next CMP Re-design 
meeting, the date on which this new process will commence (e.g., the documents 
will be red-lined, the historical change log will be included and Qwest will use the 
CR process when the change is CLEC-impacting). 

b. An important part of the discussion on this topic, which has not yet 
been resolved, is the process Qwest intends to follow for documents previously 
modified as a result of the 271 workshops, but not distributed and noticed to all 
parties in a way that allowed for a meaningful review (changes were not 
identified, agreements from 271 workshops were not identified, etc.). We 
understand that Qwest will provide a response to this concern by the next CMP 
Re-design meeting, if not sooner. 

2. Scope of CMP 

We note that the Hearing Examiner for the Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
issued the report on the Colorado Performance Assurance Plan (CPAP) on 
September 26, 2001. While this report is still subject to comment, we observed 
that there are two references in the report that relate to CMP: 

a. Paragraph 14.3 of the CPAP (Issue 7 in the report) indicates that 
the change management process, once re-designed and in place, will be 
followed to obtain approval when Qwest wishes to make any CLEC-affecting 
changes to the Performance Measurement and Reporting System. 

b. Paragraph 18.8 of the CPAP deals with CLEC or Qwest seeking to 
modify a Performance Indicator Definition (PID) outside of the six-month review 
process called for in the CPAP. This provision states that the Independent 
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Monitor and the Commission are more likely to approve a change to a PID “if it 
has been approved by another forum such as the ROC or CMP (if PlDs are 
ultimately included within the scope of CMP).” 

It seems that the CMP Re-design group should discuss these aspects of 
the Colorado Commission’s order and come to an agreement on how to address 
the changes identified in paragraph a. above. With regard to paragraph b., a 
discussion about whether to include changes to PlDs in the CMP would be 
appropriate as well. 

3. Votlna 

At the last meeting, a couple of items came to a vote. Tom Dixon of 
WorldCom raised the question of whether we were following the draft Procedures 
for Voting and the Impasse Resolution Process that were established for CMP 
Re-design. It appeared that we did not strictly follow the process outlined in that 
document. For example, the document states: 

Participants at a working session will determine if there are any issues 
requiring a vote at the next working session. If there is an issue requiring a 
vote, the agenda for the next working session will reflect the item. In 
addition, the agenda will be distributed to the CLECs and posted on the 
CICMP Re-design web site a week in advance of the session. 
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To: 

From: Lynne Powers 

Date: July 5,2001 

Re: 

Matt Rossi & Mark Routh 

Eschelon’s Comments on the Qwest ClCMP Restructure 

On June 26,2001, Qwest distributed a Proposal for restructuring Qwest’s Co-Provider 
Industry Change Management Process (“CICMF”’). Qwest requested comments by July 
6,2001. Separately, I provided to you a Memorandum, on behalf of the CLEC Forum, 
regarding scheduling issues and the CLEC’s proposal that the Ordering and Billing 
Forum (“OBF”) 2233 document be used as a basis for the Qwest CICMP Restructure 
discussion. Eschelon supports those recommendations and also provides these written 
comments on the Qwest CICMP Restructure. 

In its cover email on June 261h, Qwest described its five-page Proposal as a “high level” 
approach. Because Qwest’s proposed approach is high level only, it does not provide 
information about the specific nature of the restructure that is sufficient to allow CLECs 
to discern whether the approach is a workable one. Eschelon hopes that Qwest and the 
CLECs will be able to work through the needed details together over the next several 
months to arrive at a mutually acceptable approach. Such an approach should provide 
sufficient detail to provide notice to participants about the process and allow smooth 
implemenPation of the restructure. The OBF 2233 document provides the kind of 
specific, detailed information that is needed by CLECs to understand and rely upon the 
process. That document and the PIDs also include the kinds of metrics that are needed 
with respect to CICMP. Intervals need to be established for the distribution of Qwest’s 
change management notification and documentation, and metrics are needed to report 
Qwest’s compliance with those intervals. 

Eschelon was pleased to read in Qwest’s Proposal that Qwest will begin sharing with 
CLECs all proposals that impact CLECs, including those initiated by Qwest, on at least a 
quarterly basis. In particular, more information is needed a timely basis about Qwest- 
initiated changes. Although Qwest’s Proposal indicates that it will share these proposals 
“at a high-level,” Eschelon believes that Qwest needs to provide sufficient detail to allow 
CLECs to evaluate and anticipate such proposed changes and to do so with adequate 
notice. 

Qwest’s Proposal also states that Qwest-initiated changes will be prioritized in a 
collaborative process. In the past, the CLECs have been asked to vote on CLEC-initiated 
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changes after Qwest has decided upon which of its own changes will be made and then 
independently set the number and size of CLEC-initiated changes that will be allowed. 
Thcrefore, although the CLECs may agree that five of fiftccn issues are all top priority, 
Qwest may allow CLECs to select three of those five, because Qwest has already selected 
a number of its own changes. CLECs know little about the criteria that Qwest has used to 
do so. CLECs need a better understanding of the factors affecting Qwest’s decisions in 
this regard. More information, along with an opportunity to prioritize both Qwest- and 
CLEC-initiated changes, will clarify this process and help ensure true, nondiscriminatory 
industry prioritization. 

Another aspect of prioritization that should be included in the rcstructure is the issue of 
notice. Qwest needs to provide clear, advance notice of the specific issues on which 
carriers will be asked to vote and when the vote will occur. Intervals should be 
established for both CLEC- and Qwest-initiated changes for the presentation, review, 
evaluation, and resolution of such changes. 

Generally, more notice is needed of CICMP issues. For example, the final distribution 
packages for the meetings often are not distiibuted until  the evening before or day of the 
CICMP meetings. Qwest at times adds items to the agenda without providing adequate 
notice to allow interested CLECs, or the appropriate subject matter personnel from a 
participating CLEC, to participate. Qwest has also organized separate calls, either with 
specific CLECs or a group of CLECs, to address issues in more depth that were raised 
during CICMP. Often, such calls are poorly noticed, no agenda or list of Qwest attendees 
is provided in advance of the call, and no written summary or list of action items is 
provided after the call. Timely and effective notice is needed for issues affecting conduct 
of the meetings and calls, as well as substantive changes to systems and processes. 

Notices will not be effective if they are not received by the proper parties. The current 
notice system is becoming unmanageable because of the number of notices of a wide- 
ranging nature that go to a general distribution list. Eschelon has asked that Qwest 
implement a process, which Qwest had previously announced but not implemented, of 
grouping notices by subject matter to allow CLECs an opportunity to designate personnel 
who should receive relevant notices. More work is needed in this area to ensure that 
effective notice is provided in a meaningful manner. Without a more manageable notice 
process, smaller CLECs will be unable to participate in  the process, and all parties will 
experience inefficiencies as CLECs ask about issues that have been covered by a notice 
but that notice was not received by the proper party. Qwcst’s Proposal does not address 
these kinds of notice issues. 

A significant change that is needed in CICMP, but not addressed in Qwest’s Proposal, is 
the identification and accountability of executives within Qwest with ownership for 
following through with issues. The CICMP Managers may coordinate issues, but they 
cannot commit to make changes or allocate the resources to do so. Qwest should 
designate an executive with ownership for ensuring completion of committed activities, 
identify that individual, and ensurc that the individual is accountable for results. It may be 
unclear who is responsible for an issue, the responsiblc pcrson may not have either the 
appropriate knowledge or authority level to follow through with an issue, or the 
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designated person changes and the change causes delay. Ownership and commitment is 
needed to ensure timeliness and responsiveness. 

Qwest’s high level Proposal is subject to interpretation and leaves many questions 
unanswered. A more concrete description of the process is needed. 



Exhibit N 

~~~~- Original Message----- 
From: Powers, F. Lynne [mailto:flpowers@eschelon.corn] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 26, 2001 2:47 PM 
To: 'Schultz, Judith' 
Cc: 'liz.balvin@wcom.com'; 'tbahner@att.com,; 'Thomas.F.Dixon@wcom.com'; 
'mdoberne@covad.com'; 'sandra.k.evans@rnail.sprint.corn'; 
'LGindles@Covad.COM'; 'LeiLani.Jean.Hines@wcom.com'; 
'blittler@integratelecom.com'; 'mmenezes@att.com'; 'dosborne@att.corn'; 
Powers, F. Lynne; Stichter, Kathleen L . ;  'jthiessen@avistacom.net': 
'Susan.A.Travis@Wcom.com'; 'Hydock, Michael F, NCAM': 
'svanmeter@att.com'; Clauson, Karen L.; 'mana.jennings@state.co.us'; 
'Becky.Quintana@dora.state.co.us'; 'shunyeung@kpmg.com'; 
'soytofu@pacbell.net'; 'acrane@qwest.com'; 'Mark Routh'; 'Matthew 
Rossi'; 'marcia.lees@sbc.com' 
Subject: Collaborative Process 

Judy I 

I would like to make you aware of four instances in the last month 
in CMP (Actual or Redesign) where the CLEC's have expressed their 
combined 
desire for an option or a direction regarding a matter in the meeting 
and 
later West has ignored the CLEC's wishes and unilaterally taken action 
differently than agreed. If Qwest is choosing to disagree with the 
CLEC ' s 
and dictate the change then I would like to request that you at least 
state 
that. The four instances are as follows: 

1) Loss & Completion Reports ~ In a conference call held on 
Friday, 
September 14th. to discuss CR# 5 5 2 2 8 8 7  the CLEC's voted and formally 
requested that Qwest put this issue on the CMP-Systems agenda and have a 
technical representative available to discuss it fully vs. having 
another 
off-line call. This meeting was hosted by Mark Routh who actually 
conducted 
a roll of participating CLEC's and recorded the vote. It is not 
acceptable 
for you to state that you were personally not aware of this when Qwest 
hosted the call. This instance in itself speaks to the problem of 
having 
all these separate off-line calls where no meeting notes are recorded. 
BY 
simply ignoring CLEC's wishes stating that you did not think we would 
have 
time in the meeting (a meeting that ended an hour and half early), you 
are 
making a mockery of the CLEC wishes. In this case if &est disagreed 
with 
the CLEC's they should have stated that clearly and an impasse could  
have 
been dealt with prior to the meeting. 
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2) October 2001 Redesign Meeting Location - We voted on the 
meeting 
location for October meetings in August. It was discussed that Qwest 
representatives would travel to Minneapolis as well. CLEC's made plans 
to 
attend and purchased airline tickets. On Monday, September 24th. a week 
before the first October meeting, Qwest sent an e-mail stating that "Due 
to 
recent events, the Qwest team will not travel to Minneapolis for the 
upcoming CMP Re-design session." Assuming that the recent events are 
the 
national tragedies that occurred on Sept. 11th and Qwest feels it is 

risky" to travel, the logic seems to assume that it is ok for the CLEC's 
to 
travel but not Qwest. Once again a vote was taken in August 2001, a 
national event occurred and it may have been appropriate for a new vote 
to 
be taken but instead Qwest unilaterally decided not to travel and now we 
will have half the CLEC's in Minneapolis and half in Denver. 

too 

3 )  Day Long CMP Meetings - On September 19, 2001 at the CMP 
meetings we discussed the difficulty of having all of these "off-line" 
meetings vs. conducting substantive discussions at the regularly 
scheduled 
meetings. Eschelon stated it's wish to have a day long systems meetiilg 
and 
a day long process meeting. Other CLEC's agreed, you asked and there 
were 
no dissenting votes. We all left that meeting with the understanding 
that 
was the agreement. I was told that on Thursday, Sept. 20th in the re- 
design 
meeting that Qwest did not feel that was a decision was final and it 
would 
be conducting a formal vote through e-mail. Once again, Qwest 
unilaterally 
decided to this and did not state it's position openly at the time. 

4 )  PCAT meetings - On September 19, 2001 at the CMP meeting we 
discussed the difficulty the CLEC's are having with adequate 
notification 
and meaningful review of the revised PCATs.  CLEC's stated their desire 
to 
temporarily stop the current PCAT change process until the process was 
improved to reflect CLEC comments. On September 24th Qwest stated that 
they 
will hold a meeting on October 5th to discuss but that the conference 
calls 
and current process would continue. Once again, mest agreed to 
something 
in the meeting and subsequently changed their mind afterward. 

In the future, I would hope that this will not happen again and 
that 
if Qwest does not agree with the C L E C ' s  it will clearly state that and 
we 
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will all know chat we have an impasse issue to deal with rather than 
leading 
the CLEC’s Lo believe that we have an agreed upon action plan only to 
find 
out later that @est has taken the liberty of changing its position. 

Lynne Powers 
Vice President of Provisioning & Repair 
Eschelon Telecom Inc. 
flpowers@eschelon.com 
(612) 436-6642 
Fax: (612) 436-6742 
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